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Intercollegiate Tennis Coaches’ Perceptions of and Preferences for Continuing Education
Chairperson: Dr. Charles Palmer
The purpose of this study was to better understand U.S. intercollegiate tennis coaches’
perceptions of professional development and the factors that influence their participation in such
endeavors. Based on discussions in the literature, a survey was created to quantify this
population’s attitudes toward various components of continuing education. The survey included
several closed-ended questions as well as rating questions, on a 5-point Likert scale. 181
participants (Male= 136, Female= 45) responded to the survey, representing 93 intercollegiate
tennis conferences in the United States. The major findings of this study were: (i) the majority of
intercollegiate tennis coaches perceive continuing education to be important but vary in how
frequently they participate in different outlets; (ii) increasing knowledge, relevance of the topics,
and the convenience/location of the venue appear to be the most important considerations for
pursuing professional development; (iii) on-court trainings, mentoring, and question-and-answer
sessions were the most preferred delivery methods of continuing education; (iv) coaches with
more background (i.e. certified) in formal coach education settings were more favorable to these
programs; and (v) significant differences existed between sub-groups which provides evidence
for contextually different coaching education programs. Ultimately, the results of this study and
subsequent research could form the basis for quality coach education programs that are viewed
as essential to the development of intercollegiate coaches.
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CHAPTER I:
INTRODUCTION

1

INTRODUCTION
Careers in coaching are emerging as legitimate professions worldwide. Along with this
growth in the field, the requirements to effectively fulfill these positions have evolved into
dynamically complex characteristics and abilities. Although coaching is usually associated with
sport settings, many professional entities have utilized the idea of hiring coaches to improve
organizational performance. For example, business executives often hire consultants to help
senior leaders set goals and motivate employees (Kilburg, 1996). Another, relatively new
application of using these concepts is found in the realm of life coaching. These coaches seek to
encourage self-directed learning and personal growth of clients. In either of these settings,
coaching provides a viable method for enhancing performance and attaining goals (Brown, 1990;
Green, Oades, & Grant, 2006).
Another area that realizes the usefulness of coaching is found in the field of education.
Peer and cognitive coaching techniques are regularly used to create collaborative support
networks and improve teaching performance. In fact, results have indicated that educators who
receive training in cognitive coaching are more satisfied with their teaching career than those
without training (Edwards & Newton, 1995).
Despite the widespread prevalence of coaching in these other fields, the predominant
source of coaches resides in athletic professions. Similar to other contexts, coaches play a
critical role in determining the quality of a participant’s experience, but duties are more
specifically related to the physical, as well as psychological, outcomes. Not surprisingly, as
coaches continue to provide benefits to sport participants, the coaching opportunities in athletic
venues have consequently grown. Additionally, the creation of the National Collegiate Athletic
Association (NCAA) and other sport-governing bodies has laid a framework for establishing
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careers in professional sport coaching. Inherent in this growing professionalization of coaching
is the need for continuing education and development.
In the most basic sense, professional development refers to ongoing learning
opportunities related to an individual’s work (Mizell, 2010; Education Week, 2011). The value
of continuing education is recognized across professions as a way for generating new knowledge
and skills that will improve job performance. Perhaps the most prominent field in promoting
continual learning is that of the education profession. Teachers and school leaders regularly
engage in professional development to advance their trade. Despite obvious differences in the
basic job description, many parallels have been drawn between teachers and coaches. In fact,
most of a coach’s interactions with athletes in the practice setting involve teaching. As such, it
has been suggested that coach development initiatives may benefit by implementing advances
from the field of education (Jones, 2006; Trudel & Gilbert, 2006).
Interestingly, the concept of coach development is not well understood despite extensive
literature on sport coaching in general. In response to this conundrum, some authors have
proposed conceptual frameworks to describe how coaches develop (Cushion, Nelson, Armour,
Lyle, Jones, Sandford, & O’Callaghan, 2010). Subsequently, a widely accepted basis to classify
coach learning is found in Coombs and Ahmed’s (1974) system of formal, non-formal, and
informal learning. Within this system, informal settings are related to experiential learning while
non-formal and formal settings are related to organized or systematic learning environments.
Perhaps intuitively, coaches tend to place a high emphasis on experiential means of
development, such as hands-on coaching, previous athletic experience, or reflective practice.
Although often grouped together, slight differences are apparent between non-formal and
formal learning environments. Non-formal settings generally cater to a specific sub-set of a

3

population in the form of conferences and seminars or workshops and clinics. Communities of
practice represent another non-formal learning scenario that has received growing interest as of
late. These professional networks may include coaching staffs, athletic departments, and
conference organizations that facilitate round-table discussions for participants’ benefits.
The distinguishing characteristics of formalized learning situations are that certain
prerequisites must be met before candidates can undertake a standardized curriculum and earn
some sort of certification (Cushion et al., 2010). Examples of such programs are found in
universities and large-scale coach certification programs that are sanctioned by national
governing bodies of sport. Despite the prevalence of national coach development organizations
in other countries, the United States has no centralized method of coach education. However,
entities such as the America Sport Education Program (ASEP) attempt to provide an outlet for
continuing education opportunities.
A primary reason that large-scale certification programs are adopted is to increase
coaching competency (Trudel & Gilbert, 2006). Unfortunately, there is a disparity on whether
these initiatives are actually beneficial to advanced coaches. Despite this lack of consensus,
though, formal education has an inherent potential for enhancing coaching practice. In order for
this potential to be realized it is necessary to assess the coaching needs of possible attendants.
Furthermore, coaches have an interest in formal coach education and want any issues to be
addressed so they are able to learn more from it (Erickson, 2008).
In an effort to enhance coach education programs, it has been suggested that collecting
coaches’ perceptions of continuing education may provide useful information in accomplishing
this end (McCullick, Belcher, & Schempp, 2005). Additionally, determining coaches preferred
sources of knowledge and learning methods, as well as their reasons for pursuing coach
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education, may further advance this endeavor. Up to this point, most proponents of coach
education research reside outside the United States and only a small percentage of American
studies have examined coaching populations with regard to coach development programs
(McCullick, Schempp, Mason, Foo, Vickers, & Connolly, 2009). Furthermore, intercollegiate
coaches represent a population with little empirical data that describes their coach development
experiences in general.
Therefore, the purpose of this study is to better understand U.S. intercollegiate tennis
coaches’ perceptions of professional development and the factors that influence their
participation in such pursuits. Examining these areas will add to the body of knowledge in
coaching education and will provide a basis for improving current continuing education
initiatives.
Limitations
The sample represents the most obvious limitation as it only includes United States
intercollegiate tennis coaches. Although research is necessary in this area, more information is
needed from other groups (i.e. youth coaches, interscholastic coaches, Olympic coaches, etc.) to
provide a more well-rounded picture of the situation. Ideally, the study would include a
heterogeneous population of coaches to compare between levels. Additionally, there is an
overall lack of research in the area of coach education and, more specifically, on the population
of intercollegiate coaches, which limits the comparability of the results.
Another limitation lies in the instrument that was used. Electronic survey research relies on
participants to self-report and investigators have no way of knowing whether the intended
subjects are the actual respondents (they may have an associate fill out the questionnaire).
Additionally, participants that submitted the questionnaire may have had inherent differences
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than those coaches who did not complete the survey. Furthermore, it’s difficult to know whether
the results are completely due to the variable itself or the weight of the responses.

Delimitations
The primary delimitation is apparent when considering that the purpose of the study was
to create a framework for future studies, particularly with coaches of different sports, by
providing some baseline information on the topic. Additionally, this investigation included both
head coaches and assistant coaches which may provide useful information for enhancing coach
education programs to meet the needs of all potential coaches. Lastly, the instrument was an
adapted version of the survey used by Vargas-Tonsing (2007), and underwent a pilot study
before it was delivered to subjects.
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CHAPTER II:
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
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COACHING
Coaching is a complex profession that requires a variety of skills and abilities to
effectively meet the demands of the job (Abraham, 1998; Duderstadt, 2003; McCullick, 2005;
Woodman, 1993). Although many definitions exist, Cote and Gilbert (2009) provide the
following description: “The consistent application of integrated professional, interpersonal, and
intrapersonal knowledge to improve athletes’ competence, confidence, connection, and character
in specific coaching contexts (p. 316).” This portrayal specifically refers to sport coaching, but
athletics is not the only genre within the coaching realm. The idea of using coaches to enhance
performance is employed by many professional entities, including business, life, and education
(Grant, 2003; Green, Grant, & Rynsaardt, 2007; Kilburg, 1996; McLymont & da Costa, 1998).
In the business world, consultants are hired to coach organizational executives
(managers, senior leaders, etc.) to help set goals to improve professional performance and,
subsequently, benefit the organization (Kilburg, 1996). Within this domain, coaches help
executives develop skills to motivate employees, solve organizational problems and push work
enterprises forward (Kilburg, 1996). As one might expect, several authors suggest that
executives who do not know how to coach effectively may experience career “road-blocks” and
lower organizational performance (Brown, 1990; Good, 1993; Smith, 1993; Wolff, 1993).
Unlike other fields that cater to a specific population (athletes, business executives,
teachers), life coaching spans across boundary lines and includes all people from normal
populations (Green et al., 2007). This idea makes sense considering the broad scope that life,
itself, encompasses. Goals of life coaches include: enhancing life experiences, achieving goals,
and encouraging the self-directed learning and personal growth of clients (Green et al., 2007).
Not dissimilar to other coaching branches, studies have shown the effectiveness of life coaching
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interventions. Green, Oades & Grant (2006) found that participants experienced enhanced goal
striving, well-being and hope, while others found increased perceived control over
environmental factors and greater openness toward new experiences (Spence & Grant, 2005).
COACHING IN EDUCATION
Practitioners in the field of education face a wide variety of challenges and the
implementation of coaching has shown several immediate and long-term benefits for educators
(CEE, 2011). Furthermore, coaching is often separated into two distinct areas within this
domain, peer coaching and cognitive coaching. Peer coaching requires each participant to serve
“as both the coach and the coachee” (Thorn, McLeod, & Goldsmith, 2007, p. 4) which creates a
more collaborative effort in improving teaching performance. As a result, staff development is
enhanced and teachers have a support network when implementing new strategies (Showers &
Joyce, 1996). Cognitive coaching is a “supervisory peer coaching model that mediates thinking
and enables the thinker to become metacognitive” (CCC online, 2012). Additionally, this
method of coaching involves two necessary components linked to success: a reflective planning
conference between coach and teacher, and nonjudgmental classroom observation (Edwards &
Newton, 1995; McLymont & da Costa, 1998). Results have indicated that educators who receive
training in cognitive coaching are more satisfied with their teaching career than those without
training (Edwards & Newton, 1995).
SPORT COACHING
Although the practice of coaching is apparent in many fields, the predominant source of
coaches is found in athletic settings. Similar to the previously discussed coaching outlets, many
advantages arise from employing these practitioners in the sporting venue. In fact, several
studies suggest that coaches are the critical determinant in the quality of a participant’s
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experience (Conroy, 2006; Smith, Smoll & Cunning, 2007; Hill, 2007). Furthermore, effective
coaching can result in “successful performance outcomes or positive psychological responses on
the part of the athletes” (Horn, 2008, p. 240). Because of the continual growth in sport
participation worldwide (NASPE, 2008; ISC, 2010; MORI, 2004), the coaching profession has
also grown to keep up with demands.
From what was once based primarily in the pursuits of the military and upper-class,
sporting activities have become an essential facet of everyday living for middle-class citizens
(MacLean & Pritchard, 2008; Smith, 1995). Moreover, with the expansion of the public school
system in the 19th century, athletics has become an avenue for instilling moral and ethical
imperatives through the use of games (MacLearn & Pritchard, 2008). Consistent with the views
of society during the 1800s, a focus on ‘amateurism’ was inherent until the early 20th century
(Smith, 1995). Professional sports, and coaches, were associated with gambling, drugs, and
other human vices not befitting of young sport participants (Lopez, 2012).
With the formation of the Intercollegiate Athletic Association (later known as the NCAA)
in 1905, the groundwork was laid for establishing a need for professional coaches. As the field
of coaching continues to grow and substantiate itself as a legitimate profession (Gilbert, Cote, &
Mallett, 2006), the need for continuing development becomes imminent (NASPE, 2008;
Cushion, Armour, & Jones, 2003; Gould, Gianinni, Krane, & Hodge, 1990, McCullick, 2005).
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
In the most basic sense, professional development refers to ongoing learning
opportunities related to an individual’s work (Mizell, 2010; Education Week, 2011). Several
professions require employees to pursue continuing education as a means for gaining new
knowledge and skills to boost job performance (Mizell, 2010). In fact, Guskey (1994) stated that
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all proposals for reform in the field of education include a professional development component.
Furthermore, life-long learning is essential in bringing about the “sustained implementation of
research-based practices” (Klinger, 2004, p. 252). As one might expect, the importance of
continuing education is stressed in a wide scope of professions, including teaching, business,
medicine, and sport coaching (Mizell, 2010).
Perhaps the most researched area in the realm of professional development lies in the
field of education. Teachers and school administrators are regularly trying to improve, and
continual learning provides the basis for success in this endeavor (Guskey & Suk Yoon, 2009).
Despite stark differences in the professional context, several parallels have been drawn between
teachers and coaches. Jones (2006), in an attempt to re-conceptualize sports coaching, contends
that coaching is a field of sport pedagogy, and though the coach may fulfill other duties, he/she is
directly involved in teaching the athlete. With this concept in mind, future endeavors in
coaching development may gain ground by utilizing advances from the field of education (Jones,
2006; Trudel & Gilbert, 2006). Mangan (1995) further illustrated this point, “We’ve always
done a good job teaching coaches the X’s and O’s of the game…People are just beginning to
realize that we need to do more to help them [coaches] become more effective teachers and
educators” ( p. A35).
COACH DEVELOPMENT
Although a sizeable body of literature exists on sport coaching (Gilbert & Trudel, 2004;
Cushion et al., 2010), the concept of coach development is not well understood (Gilbert et al.,
2006). Outlets for coach learning, such as experience, reflection, and education, are widespread
and difficult to quantify without a basic classification system (Nelson, Cushion, & Potrac, 2006).
In response to this fact, several authors have proposed conceptual frameworks to describe how
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coaches develop (Cushion, Nelson, Armour, Lyle, Jones, Sandford, and O’Callaghan, 2010).
Werthner and Trudel (2006) proposed a network that consists of mediated, unmediated, and
internal learning situations. More specifically, in mediated situations, the learning is directed by
a designated instructor, while in unmediated scenarios the learner takes the initiative and
determines the learning content (Werthner & Trudel, 2006). Internal experiences encompass the
coach’s inner cognitive structure and reflection process.
A more widely accepted conceptual framework to classify adult learning (Cushion et al.,
2010) is Coombs and Ahmed’s (1974) system of formal, non-formal, and informal learning.
Recent use of this schematic in the field of coach education (Nelson et al., 2006; Mallett, Trudel,
Lyle, & Rynne, 2009; Cushion et al., 2010) has established it as a legitimate basis for
understanding coach development. Informal learning is described as “the lifelong process by
which every person acquires and accumulates knowledge, skills, attitudes and insights from daily
experiences and exposure to the environment (Coombs & Ahmed, 1974, p.8). Furthermore,
coaches have described informal learning as providing the greatest contribution to their continual
development (Mallett et al., 2009). Examples of such experiential learning include previous
athletic experience (Irwin, Hanton, & Kerwin, 2004), mentoring (Cushion, 2001), hands-on
coaching experience and self-directed learning (Erickson, Cote, and Fraser-Thomas, 2008;
Schempp, & McCullick, 2006).
Trudel and Gilbert (2006) stated that “typically over 90% of elite sport coaches are
former competitive athletes in the sport they coach (p. 523).” Consequently, these former
athletes are exposed to a variety of situations where informal observations, and learning, occur
(Cushion et al., 2010). Mentoring has also become an integral part of coach education research
and several authors suggest using it to enhance coach development (Bloom, Durand-Bush,
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Schinke, & Salmela, 1998; Cushion et al., 2003; Lyle, 2002). In addition, some studies indicate
that mentoring is already utilized in coaching settings (Cushion, 2001; Gilbert & Trudel, 2001).
Aside from more typical forms of self-directed learning, such as surfing the internet and
reading paper publications, reflection has been identified as an important part of a coach’s
informal development (Nelson & Cushion, 2006). Gilbert and Trudel (2001) advanced this
premise by identifying three specific forms of reflective practice: reflection-in-action (i.e. during
the action present), reflection-on-action (i.e., within the action-present but not in the midst of
activity), and retrospective reflection-on-action (i.e. outside of the action present). In a later
study, Gilbert and Trudel (2005) further stated that “the selection of options at each stage in a
reflective conversation is influenced by access to peers, the coach’s stage of learning, the issue
characteristics, and the environment (p. 32).” Ultimately, reflection embodies a broad range of
learning opportunities and plays an essential role in coach development (Irwin et al., 2004;
Nelson et al., 2006; Cushion et al., 2010).
Non-formal education is defined as “any organized, systematic, educational activity
carried on outside the framework of the formal system to provide select types of learning to
particular subgroups in the population” (Coombs & Ahmed, 1974, p. 8). Examples of such
learning activities include conferences, seminars, workshops, and clinics (Nelson et al., 2006).
Despite similarities between the two, non-formal learning is distinguished from formal settings
in that these events are directed to a specific sub-set of a population (e.g. intercollegiate tennis
coaches). Unfortunately, little research has examined the effectiveness of such interventions on
coaching practice (Cushion et al., 2010; Nelson et al., 2006).
Another learning scenario that falls under the umbrella of non-formal settings is the
concept of communities of practice. An area of increasing interest, communities of practice
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(CoPs) in the sporting world is based on the premise that athletic coaches have a large network
of peers (Culver & Trudel, 2008). Within this network lie several non-formal opportunities for
practitioners to learn from each other. In fact, practitioners who participated in facilitated CoPs
appreciated round-table discussion opportunities, and found them to be both insightful and
enjoyable (Culver & Trudel, 2008). Other examples of CoPs include coaching staffs, athletic
departments, and conference organizations.
Coombs and Ahmed (1974) define a formal learning situation as an “institutionalized,
chronologically graded and hierarchically structured educational system (p. 8).” The
distinguishing characteristics of formal coach education are that certain prerequisites must be
met before candidates undertake a standardized curriculum that results in some sort of
certification (Cushion et al., 2010). The primary examples are university degree programs with
coaching and sport science options, and large-scale coach certification programs (Nelson et al.,
2006). Lyle (2002) reported that 26 colleges in the United Kingdom offer diplomas related to
sports coaching while the United States has 163 university programs (McMillin & Reffner,
1999).
As for large-scale programs, Great Britain is credited with first developing National
Governing Bodies to promote coaching education programs (Gilbert & Trudel, 2006). Since
then, other countries have followed suit with their own programs (i.e. Canada’s National
Coaching Certification Program (NCCP); Australia’s National Coach Accreditation Scheme; the
United Kingdom’s Sports Coach UK). Unlike the system in the United States, these
organizations provide a centralized method of coach education. With a greater focus on
intercollegiate sports for elite athlete development, no national governing body on coach
development exists in America (Read, 2003). However, the American Sport Education Program

14

(ASEP) has evolved into the most widely adopted large-scale system in the United States
(Martens, 2004).
COACH EDUCATION
The primary reason large-scale programs are adopted is to “address moral and legal
issues (i.e. certification) and to increase coaching competency” (Trudel & Gilbert, 2006, p. 517).
Such platforms provide opportunities for novice coaches to gain the basic knowledge of the trade
and increase credibility upon receiving a completion certificate. Although researchers challenge
the current system’s benefit to more advanced coaches (Irwin et al., 2004; Wright, Trudel, &
Culver, 2007; Gould et al., 1990; Schempp et al., 1998; Lemyre, Trudel, & Durand-Bush, 2007),
formal coach education initiatives present an avenue for expert coaches to conceive new ideas
and reinforce previously learned concepts (Erickson et al., 2007; Erickson, Bruner, Macdonald,
& Cote, 2008). Furthermore, completion of a coach education course has been shown to increase
coaching self-efficacy (Feltz, Chase, Moritz, & Sullivan, 1999; Malete & Feltz, 2000).
Despite the obvious potential that coach education programs have for enhancing coaching
practice, scant research is being conducted to evaluate and assess the effectiveness of these
learning environments (Gilbert & Trudel, 1999; Cassidy & Rossi, 2006; McCullick, Schempp,
Mason, Foo, Vickers, & Connolly, 2009). According to Wiersma and Sherman (2005), coach
education programs should be designed to meet the needs of the participants. Considerable
evidence exists to suggest that coaches place little value on most large-scale programs when
compared to other more informal means of acquiring knowledge (Gould et al., 1990; Irwin et al.,
2004; Schempp et al., 1998; Trudel, Gilbert, & Werthner, 2010; Gilbert et al. 2006).
Interestingly, the problem may lie in the general structure of these enterprises. Dieffenbach
(2010) states that “a program that tries to be all things to all contexts following just one model of
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coaching is destined to fall short at the expense of both the student and the profession (p. 33).”
This statement suggests that coach education should be open to multiple models rather than a
‘one-size-fits-all’ approach. Not surprisingly, coaches hope the issues with formal coach
education provision will be addressed so they can learn more from it (Erickson et al., 2008).
In response to this quandary, Nelson, Cushion, and Potrac (2012) proposed several
directions for future research that could lead to enhanced coach education programs. Such
suggestions include: assessing whether learning actually occurs as a result of attending; if the
course helps participants positively change their philosophies and practices; and whether the
experiences of the athletes of the attending coaches are changed after participation. Research in
these areas would provide much needed knowledge in this field of study.
The final topic these authors recommend for investigation is determining “coaches’
perceptions about the content, delivery, and assessment of a given course (p.13).” This direction
is substantiated when considering several other authors who promote collecting coaches’
perceptions as a means to enhance future coach development (McCullick et al., 2005 & 2009;
Trudel et al., 2010; Cushion et al., 2003; Gould et al., 1990). Furthermore, Cushion et al. (2010)
proposed that research efforts should also seek to determine factors that motivate or deter
coaches in pursuing coach education. In a study examining volunteer youth coaches’ perceptions
and preferences for continuing education, Vargas-Tonsing (2007) helped lay the groundwork for
investigating these ends. More specifically, this researcher conducted a survey to assess the
following: coaches’ preferences for continuing education content, their reasons for pursuing
coach education, and their perceptions of coach education (i.e. importance). Although the results
are specific to volunteer youth coaches, the author recognizes the need for similar investigations
with more experienced coaches.
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SUMMARY
Since intercollegiate coaches represent a large portion of United States coaches and work
in a unique setting, research that provides information about this population’s perceptions would
be beneficial for identifying how coach education programs could be improved. At this point,
the major requirement for an individual to coach at an elite level (i.e. collegiate or professional)
is extensive experience in the sport as an athlete (Cote & Gilbert, 2009; Mielke, 2008).
Interestingly, research has indicated that athletic ability is not necessarily correlated with
coaching success (Sloane, 2008). Because of this notion, elite-level coaches with athletic
backgrounds as their main preparation for coaching, represent a population that could benefit
immensely from professional development.
As the literature suggests, continuing education is an important aspect of a coach’s career
and, in order to enhance current coaching education provisions, it is necessary to consider the
perspectives of the attendants in these programs. With information regarding the participants’
views toward these initiatives, coach education administrators will better be able to develop their
programs to meet the needs of the coaches in attendance.
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CHAPTER III:
METHODOLOGY
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Research Questions
With a better understanding of intercollegiate coaches’ perceptions of and preferences for
professional development, we can learn how to better enhance continuing education
opportunities. This research study used a quantitative methodology to assess various components
of these coaches’ attitudes toward professional development. The particular group of interest,
intercollegiate tennis coaches, may provide a framework for understanding coaches of various
sports at this level of competition. Therefore, the research questions explored include:
1. What are the participation habits of U.S. intercollegiate tennis coaches in
professional development?
2. What conditions motivate or deter U.S. intercollegiate tennis coaches’ participation
in continuing education activities?
3. What topics are U.S. intercollegiate tennis coaches most interested in seeing at coach
education initiatives?
4. What delivery methods of coach education programs would coaches most likely be
interested in pursuing?
Sampling:
The enormity of such a large and diverse population (over 50,000 intercollegiate coaches
in the U.S. – NCAA, 2010) necessitates a more focused sample size. Furthermore, because little
research exists on this population, examining a cross-section of intercollegiate tennis coaches
should provide useful information for future studies on a more heterogeneous sample.
Therefore, the target population in this study is intercollegiate tennis coaches in the United
States.
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Three institutions with both men’s and women’s tennis programs were randomly selected
from each conference in the following competition divisions: NCAA Division-I (30
conferences), NCAA Division-II (19 conferences), NCAA Division-III (36 conferences),
NAIA/NJCAA (18 conferences). In the case that only one or two schools in a conference had
tennis for both genders, these universities were included to provide representation for that
conference. If a college only offered tennis to either male or female student-athletes, then the
institutions were not included. All non-volunteer tennis coaches within the 309 randomly
selected institutions were queried. Approximately 600 head and assistant coaches represent the
sample population.
Instrumentation:
Data collection for the current study was obtained with a questionnaire (see Appendix, p.
77). The survey is an adapted version of the instrument used by Vargas-Tonsing (2007), which
was modified to target collegiate coaches. The questionnaire consisted of closed-ended and
rating questions designed to assess coaches’ perceptions of and preferences for continuing
education. Ratings questions were based on a 5-point Likert Scale. Basic demographic
information, such as age, gender, coaching status and experience were also collected.
Procedure:
As a way to improve overall structure and wording, the instrument was subject to a prepilot with a cohort of peers including committee members, faculty, and graduate students. In
order to ensure clarity and content validity, the questionnaire was then piloted to intercollegiate
tennis coaches in the state of Montana (n=3). The investigator is acquainted with these coaches
and feels they provided constructive feedback that strengthened the instrument. After a few
revisions, the survey link was embedded in an email and sent directly to the randomly selected
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coaches along with introductory statements regarding participation in the study. As a benefit,
subjects had the option of receiving the study results upon completion of analysis.
Confidentiality and informed consent were attained at the beginning of the questionnaire.
Coaches had ten days to complete the survey, after which a follow-up email was sent to prompt
more responses. A final email was sent ten days after this date to encourage further
participation.
Research Design and Statistical Analysis:
This study was designed to create a basis for describing intercollegiate coaches’
professional development experiences and these practitioners’ views on current continuing
education opportunities. Descriptive statistics techniques were used to present any overarching
themes that addressed the research questions. Furthermore, inferential statistics such as a T-test
and ANOVA were conducted to determine differences between respondent sub-groups.
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CHAPTER FOUR:
RESULTS
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Questionnaire, Section I: Demographics
The subject pool consisted of 181 respondents representing nearly all United States
collegiate tennis conferences. Six hundred coaches received questionnaires, resulting in a 30%
response rate. Out of the participating coaches, 136 were male and 45 were female with a mean
age of 40.5 years (SD = 13.5). One-hundred thirty-seven coaches classified themselves as head
coaches and 43 as assistants. Sixty percent of the subjects had less than ten years of collegiate
coaching experience (63 with 0-4 years, 46 with 5-9 years) while more experienced coaches
made up a smaller percentage (26 with 10-14 years, 20 with 15-19 years, 26 with 20+ years).
Nearly half of the participants (86 respondents) coached both male and female athletes, while 39
only coached male teams and 56 worked solely with female athletes. (See Table 1 below)
GENDER

Frequency Percent COACHING POSITION Frequency Percent

Male

136

75.1

Head Coach

137

75.7

Female

45

24.9

Assistant Coach

37

20.4

Graduate Assistant
Coach

7

3.9

Total

181

100.0

Total
COACHING
EXPERIENCE

181

100.0

Frequency Percent

COACHING DIVISION Frequency Percent

0-4 years

63

34.8

NCAA DIVISION-I

70

38.7

5-9 years

46

25.4

NCAA DIVISION-II

27

14.9

10-14 years

26

14.4

NCAA DIVISION-III

60

33.1

15-19 years

20

11.0

NAIA/NJCAA

24

13.3

20+ years

26

14.4

Total

181

100.0

Total

181

100.0
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As for coaching division, 70 participants coached at the NCAA Division-I level, 27
coached at NCAA Division-II institutions, 60 worked with NCAA Division-III athletes, and 24
coached at either NAIA or NJCAA levels. Approximately 85% of the subjects (154) played
American collegiate tennis (74 at NCAA D1, 23 at NCAA D2, 34 at NCAA D3, 23 at
NAIA/NJCAA) while the other 27 coaches did not have American collegiate playing experience.
Questionnaire, Section II: Coach Education Background/Participation Habits
Half of the participants (91) had no coaching certifications (see Table 2), while the other
coaches most commonly held certifications through the United States Professional Tennis
Association (USPTA – 36) or the Professional Tennis Registry (PTR - 24), along with a few
other certifying bodies (National Tennis Academy = 1, Other = 6, Multiple certifications = 23).
Of the certified coaches, 23 had held their certification for 0-4 years, 23 held their certification
for 5-9 years, 17 had been certified for 10-14 years, and 34 were certified for 15+ years.

Table 2
CERTIFICATION
STATUS

Frequency

Percent

Certified

90

49.7

No Certification

91

50.3

Total

181

100.0

Responses for question 13 required participants to quantify how frequently they employ
certain coach education modalities. Item number one asked coaches how often they use internet
resources. Only 14 coaches indicated that they did not use the internet for continuing education,
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while three participants used the internet every two to five years, 17 used it annually, 34 on a
monthly basis, 73 subjects used it weekly, and 40 coaches used the internet daily.
For the second item, coaches were asked how often they attend standardized coach
education programs (See Table 3). Over 50 percent of coaches (94 responses) did not attend
these programs, while 53 subjects participated every two to five years and 30 coaches attended
on an annual basis. The remaining four coaches attended monthly (1 response) or weekly (3
responses). Item number three queried how frequently coaches interact with other coaches for
continuing education. Most of the participants interacted with coaches monthly (42 responses),
weekly (71 responses), or daily (47 responses), while the remaining subjects participated
annually (14 responses), every two to five years (3 responses), or not at all (4 responses).

Table 3. Response Frequencies - Survey Question #13

N/A
2-5 Years
Annually
Monthly
Weekly
Daily

Internet
Resources

Attending
Standardized
Programs

Interacting
with Other
Coaches

Reading
Publications

Attending
Workshops
or Clinics

Reflecting
on Past
Events

Reading
Research
Journals

Attending
Conferences
or Seminars

14
3
17
34
73
40

94
53
30
1
3
0

4
3
14
42
71
47

7
2
13
56
80
23

26
46
95
12
2
0

6
3
12
19
43
98

37
16
25
58
39
6

33
51
90
6
1
0

Highlighted values indicate the most frequently selected items. (An additional graphic is included in the Appendix)

Item number four quantified how often participants read publications such as books and
magazines. Most coaches indicated they used these resources monthly (56 responses), weekly
(80 responses), or daily (23 responses). Thirteen participants read publications on an annual
basis and two read books or magazines every two to five years while seven coaches do not read
publications. For item number five, coaches were asked to indicate how often they attend
workshops or clinics for coaching education. Twenty-six coaches selected “not applicable,”
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while 46 participants attended every two to five years and 95 coaches attended annually. No
coaches attended on a daily basis, but two attended weekly and 12 participated in these outlets
monthly.
Item number six asked coaches to consider how often they reflect on past events to learn
from their previous experiences. Approximately 54 percent of coaches participated in daily
reflection (98 responses) with 43 coaches reflecting weekly, 19 on a monthly basis, and 12
coaches reflecting annually. Six of the remaining coaches did not reflect on past events, while
three coaches reflected every two to five years. As for item number seven, coaches were asked
to quantify how often they read research journals. Thirty-seven participants selected “not
applicable,” 16 coaches chose two to five years, and 25 coaches indicated they read research
journals annually. Of the remaining subjects, 58 selected monthly, 39 selected weekly, and six
coaches read research journals daily. The final item for question 13 asked coaches to indicate
how frequently they attend conferences or seminars for continuing education. No coaches
attended these outlets daily, one coach attended on a weekly basis, and six coaches attended
monthly. 33 coaches did not attend conferences or seminars, while 51 participants attended
every two-to-five years, and 90 coaches attended annually.
Questionnaire, Section III: Perceptions of Coach Education
Questions 14 through 19 were used to assess participants’ perceptions toward coaching
education. One-hundred forty coaches indicated that they planned on pursuing continuing
education while forty-one did not plan on pursuing it. One-hundred sixty-six coaches regarded
coaching education as important, with the other fifteen coaches responding oppositely. (See Fig.
1)
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Intercollegiate Tennis Coaches'
Perceptions of Continuing Education

180
160

Yes

140

No

120
100
80
60
40
20

Frequency

0
Plan on
Pursuing CE

Is CE
Important

Should CE Be
Mandatory

Should
Certification
Be Required

Should
Do Formalized
Coaches Be CE Programs
Expected to Meet Coaches'
Pursue CE
Needs

With regards to whether coaching education should be mandatory, 126 coaches said “No” and 55
coaches said “Yes.” Question number 17 asked if coaching certification should be required for
all collegiate coaches, resulting in 49 coaches selecting “Yes” and 132 coaches selecting “No.”
When asked if coaches should be expected to pursue continuing education, 117 participants
indicated “Yes” and 64 said “No.” The final question in the section asked whether formalized
coaching education programs (such as PTR, USPTA, NTA) meet the needs of collegiate coaches.
One-hundred seven subjects said “No” and the remaining 74 coaches said “Yes” in response to
this question.
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Questionnaire, Section IV: Topics in Coaching Education
This section of the survey included four lists of topics for coaches to rate how helpful
each topic would be for them as coaches. All questions required subjects to rate the topics on a
5-point Likert scale (1 to 5).
Table 4

General Topics
Communication with athletes
Motivational Techniques
Goal Setting
Communication with Administrators
Visualization Imagery

Mean
4.51
4.38
4.18
3.98
3.9

Std. Deviation
0.834
0.89
1.003
1.025
0.984

Job-Specific Topics
Recruiting Techniques
Budgeting/Fundraising
Academic Compliance
Community Outreach/Marketing
General Sports Topics
Sport Psychology
Injury Prevention/Treatment
Sports Nutrition
Exercise Physiology
Biomechanics
Sport-Specific Topics
Advanced Conditioning Drills
Tactical Skills Strategies
Developing Training Plans
Video analysis

Mean
4.26
4.02
3.95
3.81
Mean
4.39
4.35
4.3
4.2
4.1
Mean
4.3
4.27
4.22
4.07

Std. Deviation
0.98
1.027
1.117
1.001
Std. Deviation
0.86
0.808
0.816
0.861
0.943
Std. Deviation
0.902
0.93
0.921
0.946

For the first question with general topics, communication with athletes received the highest mean
score (M= 4.51 ± 0.834) followed by motivational techniques (M= 4.38 ± 0.89). The second list
included job-specific topics, with recruiting techniques receiving the highest mean score (M=
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4.26 ± 0.98). The next question contained general sports topics, with sport psychology and
injury prevention/treatment resulting in the highest mean scores (M= 4.39 ± 0.86 and M= 4.35 ±
0.808, respectively). The final list contained sport-specific topics, with advanced conditioning
drills receiving the highest mean score (M= 4.30 ± 0.902). For a complete list of mean scores
see Table 4 above.

Questionnaire, Section V: Reasons for Participating in Coach Education:
Question 24 of the survey included a list of potential reasons for coaches to pursue
continuing education (See Table. 5). Participants were asked to rate, on a 5-point Likert scale,
how important the topics were when considering further coaching education. The four areas
receiving the highest mean scores were: increasing knowledge (M= 4.49 ± 0.821), relevant topics
(M= 4.12 ± 0.968), convenience/location of venue (M= 4.09 ± 0.953), and the time required (M=
4.01 ± 1.150). Topics with moderate mean scores included the cost of the course (M= 3.81
±1.27), online availability (M= 3.78 ± 1.133), networking opportunities (M= 3.53 ± 1.152),
university or league requirement (M= 3.28 ± 1.313), and monetary compensation or promotion
(M= 3.23 ± 1.251). The items receiving the lowest mean scores were the resultant
certification/award (M= 2.98 ± 1.299) and securing insurance (M= 2.81 ± 1.242).
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Table 5

REASONS FOR PURSUING CE

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Increasing Knowledge 181

4.49

.821

Relevant topics 181

4.12

.968

Convenience/location of venue 181

4.09

.953

Time required 181

4.01

1.150

Cost of course 181

3.81

1.270

Online availability 181

3.78

1.133

Networking Opportunities 181

3.53

1.152

University/league requirement 181

3.28

1.313

Monetary compensation/promotion 181

3.23

1.251

Resultant certification/award 181

2.98

1.299

Securing Insurance 181

2.81

1.242

Questionnaire, Section VI: Preferred Methods of Delivery
The final section of the survey asked coaches to consider a list of learning methods that
have been suggested as possible components of coach education courses (See Fig. 2). The
participants rated how important each technique was on a 5-point Likert scale. The areas with
the highest ratings were on-court trainings and mentoring (M= 3.84 ± 0.967 and M= 3.71 ±
1.210, respectively). Topics with moderate ratings included round-table discussions (M= 3.40 ±
1.084) and question-and-answer sessions (M= 3.39 ± 1.098). The two lowest rated areas were
online classrooms (M= 3.11 ± 1.140) and lectures (M= 3.06 ± 1.111). Participants were also
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given the opportunity to provide any additional comments in an open-ended question at the
conclusion of the survey. The results are included in the Appendix.

Intercollegiate Tennis Coaches' Preferred
Methods for Continuing Education Courses
Mean Score (5-pt Likert scale)

5.5

5
4.5
4

3.5
3
2.5

2
1.5
1
Mentoring

On-Court Round-Table
Training Discussions

Lectures

Online
Classrooms

Q&A
Sessions

Content Analysis: Differences among sub-samples
Independent sample t-tests were conducted to examine any differences between gender
across questions, coaching position across questions, and certification status across questions.
Additionally, a one-way ANOVA was completed to determine differences in overall responses
between coaches of different divisions as well as coaches with varying levels of experience.
When significant differences were noted, a Tukey post-hoc test was conducted to examine
multiple comparisons to determine which groups differed as directed by the ANOVA.
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Gender Differences
Several differences existed between male and female participants, but the survey section
with the highest number of such observations was found in coaches’ ratings of topics in coaching
education (See Fig. 3). Males rated the following topics significantly lower than females:
motivational techniques (M= 4.29 ± 0.952 vs. M= 4.62 ± 0.614), developing training plans (M=
4.10 ± 0.976 vs. M= 4.56 ± 0.624), advanced conditioning drills (M= 4.22 ± 0.956 vs. M= 4.56 ±
0.659), and tactical skills/strategies (M= 4.15 ± 0.993 vs. M= 4.64 ± 0.570). Other significant
differences are mentioned in the Appendix.

Gender Rating Differences of Topics
in Coaching Education
Mean Score (5-pt Likert Scale)

5.5

*p= 0.032

*p= 0.004

*p= 0.030

*p= 0.002

5
4.5
4

3.5
3

Male
Female

2.5
2
1.5
1
Motivational
Techniques

Developing
Training Plans

Advanced
Conditioning
Drills
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Tactical Skills
Strategies

Coaching Position Differences
Assistant coaches interact with other coaches significantly more often than head coaches
(M= 3.64 ± 1.062 vs. M= 4.08 ± 1.064). Additionally, head coaches were more likely to say
‘yes’ to whether formalized continuing education programs meet the needs of collegiate coaches
(Head: M= 1.54 ± 0.500 vs. Assistants: M= 1.78 ± 0.417). Concerning reasons for participating
in coaching education, head coaches rated the ‘time required’ as more important (M= 4.11 ±
1.096) compared to assistants (M= 3.65 ± 1.296). As for preferred methods of delivery,
assistant coaches rated the importance of mentoring (M= 4.08 ± 1.115) significantly higher than
head coaches (M= 3.58 ± 1.223). (See Table 6)

Table 6. Significant Differences between Head Coaches
and Assistant Coaches
Response Item

Frequency interacting
with other coaches
Formalized CE Programs
Meet Coaches’ Needs

Coaching
Position

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Head Coach

137

3.64

1.062

Assistant Coach

37

4.08

1.064

Head Coach

137

1.54

.500

Assistant Coach

37

1.78

.417

Head Coach

137

4.11

1.096

Sig.
(*p≤ 0.05)
0.027*

0.007*

Time required

0.031*
Assistant Coach

37

3.65

1.296

Head Coach

137

3.58

1.223

Mentoring

0.025*
Assistant Coach
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37

4.08

1.115

Certification Status Differences
Coaches with certifications differed from coaches without certifications in nearly every
response category. With regards to question 13 and how frequently coaches participate in certain
coach education outlets, certified coaches spent more time in all continuing education outlets
(See Table 7).

Table 7

Sig.
Std.
Deviation (*p≤0.05)

Coaching Education
Outlets

Certification
Status

N

Mean

Frequency using Internet
resources

Certified
No Certification

90
91

4.71
4.26

1.104
1.59

Frequency attending
standardized programs

Certified

90

2.01

0.906

No Certification
Certified
No Certification

91
90
91

1.41
4.72
4.25

0.745
0.862
1.235

Certified

90

2.77

0.704

No Certification
Certified
No Certification

91
90
91

2.33
3.81
2.9

0.943
1.289
1.578

Certified

90

2.67

0.703

No Certification

91

2.13

0.885

Frequency reading
publications
Frequency attending
workshops or clinics
Frequency reading research
journals
Frequency attending
conferences or seminars

*0.029
*0.000
*0.003
*0.001
*0.000
*0.000

Additionally, certified coaches differed from non-certified participants in their
perceptions of continuing education (See Fig. 4). Respondents with certifications had lower
mean scores on their plan to pursue continuing education (M= 1.14 ± 0.354 vs. M= 1.31 ±
0.464), whether coaching education is important (M= 1.02 ± 0.148 vs. M= 1.14 ± 0.352),
whether coach education should be mandatory for collegiate coaches (M= 1.58 ± 0.497 vs. M=
1.81 ± 0.392), if coaching certification should be required for college coaches (M= 1.60 ± 0.493
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vs. M= 1.86 ± 0.352), should coaches be expected to pursue continuing education (M= 1.23
±0.425 vs. M= 1.47 ± 0.502), and whether formalized coaching education programs meet the
needs of collegiate coaches (M= 1.51 ± 0.503 vs. M= 1.67 ± 0.473).

Certification Status and Perceptions
of Continuing Education

Mean Score (1=Yes, 2=No)

Certified
2
1.9
1.8
1.7
1.6
1.5
1.4
1.3
1.2
1.1
1

Non-Certified

*p= 0.001

*p= 0.000
1.86

1.81
1.6

1.58

*p= 0.029

*p= 0.009
1.31

1.67

*p= 0.001
1.47

1.51

*p= 0.003
1.23

1.14

1.14
1.02

Plan on
Pursuing CE

Is CE
Should CE Be Should
Should
Do
Important Mandatory Certification Coaches Be Formalized
Be Required Expected to CE Programs
Pursue CE
Meet
Coaches'
Needs

Further differences were identified when analyzing responses to section four of the
survey, and these observations are included in the Appendix along with additional differences
that were noted between certified and non-certified participants’ responses to reasons for
pursuing coaching education.
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Coaching Division Differences
Several differences were observed between coach responses to items in section four of
the questionnaire. A one-way ANOVA displayed significant differences between groups on the
following topics in coaching education: visualization/imagery (F(3,177)= 3.132, p= 0.027),
academic compliance (F(3,177)= 6.433, p= 0.000), budgeting/fundraising (F(3,177)= 5.059, p=
.002), community outreach/marketing (F(3,177)= 6.603, p= 0.000), and injury
prevention/treatment (F(3,177)= 5.816, p= 0.001). The Tukey post-hoc test demonstrated that
NCAA Division-III coaches differed most from the other groups.
For the item of visualization/imagery, NCAA Division-III respondents significantly
differed from their NCAA Division-II counterparts (M= 3.73 ± 1.006 vs. M= 4.41 ± 0.694) at the
p=0.016 level. NCAA Division-III coaches had a significantly lower mean score (M= 3.47 ±
1.295) than coaches of all other levels in response to the item of academic compliance (NCAA
Div-I: M= 4.13 ± 0.992; p= 0.003; NCAA Div-II: M= 4.19 ± 0.879; p= 0.022; NAIA/NJCAA:
M= 4.38 ± 0.824; p= 0.003). Additionally, NCAA Division-III coaches had significantly lower
mean scores (M= 3.62 ± 1.106) than coaches at the NCAA Division-I level (M= 4.19 ± 0.967; p=
0.007), the NCAA Division-II level (M= 4.26 ±0.903; p= 0.030), and at the NAIA/NJCAA level
(M= 4.29 ± 0.859; p= 0.028) in response to budgeting/fundraising as a topic of coaching
education (See Fig. 5).
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Coaching Division and Rating of
Continuing Education Topics
* - Significantly Different compared to other variables
x - No Statistical Difference

Mean Score (5-pt Likert Scale)

5
4.5
4

x
*

x
*

*

3.5

*

3
2.5
2
1.5

Academic Compliance Budgeting/Fundraising

NAIA/NJCAA

NCAA Div-III

NCAA Div-II

NCAA Div-I

NAIA/NJCAA

NCAA Div-III

NCAA Div-II

NCAA Div-I

NAIA/NJCAA

NCAA Div-III

NCAA Div-II

NCAA Div-I

NAIA/NJCAA

NCAA Div-III

NCAA Div-II

NCAA Div-I

1

Community
Injury
Outreach/marketing Prevention/treatment

Furthermore, NCAA Division-III coaches showed significant differences in response to
the topic of community outreach/marketing (M= 3.38 ± 0.993) when compared to NCAA
Division-I coaches (M= 4.00 ± 0.948; p= 0.002) and NAIA/NJCAA coaches (M= 4.25 ± 0.897;
p= 0.001). Lastly, participants from NCAA Division-III institutions had significantly lower
mean scores (M= 4.03 ± 0.956) in response to the item of injury prevention/treatment compared
to NCAA Division-I subjects (M= 4.47 ± 0.717; p= 0.009) and NCAA Division-II coaches (M=
4.70 ± 0.542; p= 0.001).
Additional differences were noted between coaches of various divisions in response to
questions in sections II and V in the survey. These results are included in the Appendix.
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Coaching Experience Differences
Several differences appeared between coaches of varying levels of experience after
conducting a one-way ANOVA across questions. The only difference in section three of the
survey was found in responses to whether coaches plan on pursuing continuing education
(F(4,176)= 3.750, p= 0.006). A Tukey post-hoc test showed that coaches with 20 or more years
of collegiate coaching experience had a significantly higher mean score (M= 1.50 ± 0.510) when
compared to coaches with 0-4 years of experience (M= 1.17 ± 0.383; p= 0.007), 5-9 years of
experience (M= 1.20 ± 0.401; p= 0.022), and 10-14 years of experience (M= 1.12 ± 0.326; p=
0.007) (See Table 8).

Table 8

Response Item
Plan on Pursuing
Continuing Education

Experience
0-4 years
5-9 years
10-14 years
15-19 years
20+ years **

Mean

P-Value

1.17
1.2
1.12
1.25
1.5

0.007*
0.022*
0.007*
0.241

Responses to section four of the questionnaire displayed differences between groups on
many topics, including ‘communication with athletes’ (F(4,176)= 3.588, p= 0.008) and
‘communication with administrators’ (F(4,176)= 4.726, p= 0.001). Coaches with 15-19 years of
experience had the most disparity when compared to other groups with a Tukey post-hoc
analysis (See Table 9). For responses to the topic of communication with athletes, participants
with 15-19 years of experience had significantly lower mean scores (M= 3.90 ± 1.119) when
compared to coaches with 0-4 years of experience (M= 4.68 ± 0.714), coaches with 5-9 years of
experience (M= 4.52 ± 0.863), and coaches with 10-14 years of experience (M= 4.58 ± 0.758).
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Similar differences were noted in the area of communication with administrators, with
participants of 15-19 years of collegiate experience showing a lower mean score (M= 3.20 ±
1.005) compared to subjects with 0-4 years of experience (M= 4.22 ± 0.906), subjects with 5-9
years of experience (M= 4.11 ± 0.948), and subjects with 10-14 years of experience (M= 4.04 ±
0.824). Other differences in this section are mentioned in the Appendix.

Table 9

Response Item
Communication with
Athletes

Communication with
Administrators

Experience

Mean

P-value

0-4 years
5-9 years
10-14 years

4.68
4.52
4.58

0.002*
0.038*
0.044*

**15-19 years

3.9

20+ years
0-4 years
5-9 years
10-14 years

4.5
4.22
4.11
4.04

**15-19 years

3.2

20+ years

3.73

0.098
0.001*
0.006*
0.037*
0.37

Section five of the questionnaire asked respondents to consider potential reasons for
pursuing continuing education, and a one-way ANOVA revealed differences between groups of
varying experience in the areas of monetary compensation/promotion (F(4,176)= 3.891,
p=0.005), convenience/location of venue (F(4,176)= 3.135, p= 0.016), securing insurance
(F(4,176)= 3.555, p= 0.008), and networking opportunities (F(4,176)= 4.988, p= 0.001). Posthoc analysis showed that coaches with 0-4 years of experience had a significantly higher mean
score (M= 3.67 ± 1.092) compared to coaches with 10-14 years of experience (M= 2.85 ± 1.190)
and coaches with 15-19 years of experience (M= 2.70 ± 1.302) when considering monetary
compensation/promotion (See Table 10).
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Table 10

Response Item

Monetary
compensation/promotion

Convenience/location of
venue

Securing Insurance

Networking Opportunities

Mentoring

Coaching
Experience

Mean
(**= Comparison
Value)

0-4 years

3.67**

5-9 years

3.2

10-14 years

2.85

15-19 years

2.7

20+ years

3

0-4 years

4.24

5-9 years

4

15-19 years

4.46
3.6**

20+ years

3.92

0-4 years

3.24

5-9 years

2.63

10-14 years

2.77

15-19 years

2.25**

10-14 years

20+ years

2.58

0-4 years

3.9

5-9 years

3.67

10-14 years

3.23

15-19 years

2.85**

20+ years

3.19

0-4 years

4.13

5-9 years

3.65

10-14 years

3.62

15-19 years

3.00**

20+ years

P-Value

0.034*
0.019*

0.018*

0.015*

0.002*
0.046*

0.002*

3.42

Responses to convenience/location of venue as a reason for pursuing continuing
education showed significantly different mean scores between participants with 15-19 years of
experience (M= 3.60 ± 1.231) compared to participants with 10-14 years of experience (M= 4.46
± 0.582). As for the item of securing insurance, respondents with 15-19 years coaching
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experience had a significantly lower rating (M= 2.25 ± 1.164) compared to respondents with 0-4
years coaching experience (M= 3.24 ± 1.132). Lastly, coaches with 15-19 years of experience
rated networking opportunities as a reason for pursuing coaching education significantly lower
(M= 2.85 ± 1.089) than coaches with 0-4 years of experience (M= 3.90 ± 1.011) and coaches
with 5-9 years of experience (M= 3.67 ± 1.055). Additionally, participants with 20 or more
years of experience significantly differed in mean score (M= 3.19 ± 1.357) from participants
with 0-4 years of experience (M= 3.90 ± 1.011) in response to networking opportunities.
The final significant difference between coaches of varying experience levels was
observed in response to ‘mentoring’ as a preferred method for continuing education as
determined by one-way ANOVA (F(4,176)= 4.321, p= 0.002). A Tukey post-hoc test revealed
that coaches with 15-19 years of experience had a significantly lower mean score (M= 3.00 ±
1.170) compared to coaches with 0-4 years of experience (M= 4.13 ±1.055).
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CHAPTER FIVE:
DISCUSSION
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The major findings of this study are: (i) the majority of intercollegiate tennis coaches
perceive continuing education to be important but vary in how frequently they participate in
different outlets; (ii) increasing knowledge, relevance of the topics, and the convenience/location
of the venue appear to be the most important considerations for pursuing professional
development; (iii) on-court trainings, mentoring, and question-and-answer sessions were the
most preferred delivery methods of continuing education; (iv) coaches with more background
(i.e. certified) in formal coach education settings were more favorable to these programs; and (v)
significant differences existed between sub-groups which provides evidence for contextually
different coaching education programs.
PERCEPTIONS OF CONTINUING EDUCATION
Not surprisingly, most coaches in this study plan on pursuing continuing education and
feel that these endeavors are important. These results are consistent with previous research
(Vargas-Tonsing, 2007; Erickson et al., 2008) and confirm the necessity of providing quality
professional development opportunities for the coaching population at-large. Interestingly,
though, the participants felt that they should be expected to pursue coach education initiatives,
but should not be required to pursue these activities. This finding may be a result of the sample
population which only includes intercollegiate coaches in the United States. As there is no
National Governing Body for coach education in America, it makes sense that these practitioners
aren’t as favorable to mandatory participation as coaches in other countries that do require it
(Gilbert et al., 2006; Trudel & Gilbert, 2006).
One can only speculate why the United States hasn’t adopted its own centralized method
of coach education while other countries continually revise and improve their programs. Perhaps
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it’s because American coaches are more specialized and they already have enough sport-specific
resources to choose from. For example, tennis practitioners can seek opportunities with the
United States Professional Tennis Association, the Professional Tennis Registry, and the
National Tennis Academy, to name a few. Likewise, coaches of other sports have several
education outlets to consider. With all of these professional development agendas, American
coaches may not be interested in the creation of a national governing body because it may not be
necessary. Furthermore, U.S. practitioners may prefer having the option to choose which outlet
to pursue rather than just fulfilling a requirement.
Additionally, the majority of coaches did not feel that coaching certification should be a
requirement, which is in opposition to the perceptions of youth coaches from another study
(Vargas-Tonsing, 2007). Such a difference may be attributable to differing levels of practical
experience as both a coach and an athlete, or perhaps differences in overall background
knowledge. Generally, higher-level coaches (e.g. collegiate) will have had more experience in
their sport than developmental coaches (Gilbert et al., 2006) and may feel that they possess
adequate amounts of knowledge to do their job without pursuing a certification. However, this
result may, again, be attributable to the sample population as American coaches are not under the
direction of a national governing body. Professional Canadian coaches are required to complete
at least a level 4 certification to practice their occupation (NCCP online, 2012). In contrast,
high-performance coaches in the United States need only to have adequate experience in the
sport to qualify for their positions. As such, the instigation of a national governing body in
America that required mandatory certification/participation for coaches might receive harsh
opposition because it would involve such a drastic change to the current situation.
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Lastly, approximately 60 percent of study participants do not feel that formalized coach
education programs (e.g. PTR, USPTA, etc.) fully meet their needs as intercollegiate coaches.
This result parallels the findings of other studies (Irwin et al., 2004; Wright et al., 2007; Gould et
al., 1990; Schempp et al., 1998; Lemyre et al., 2007; Nash, 2009) and provides evidence that
these programs may need to reevaluate certain aspects of their systems to better accommodate
the coaches in attendance. In fact, some coaches have expressed frustration at the lack of coach
involvement in what these programs offer to attendants (Nelson et al., 2012). It has been well
established that formal coach education courses are not meeting the needs of coaches (Cushion et
al., 2010; Trudel & Gilbert, 2005) and that these systems should shift toward a more consumerdriven approach (McCullick et al., 2009). As such, researchers are promoting evaluation of
large-scale coach education programs (Gilbert & Trudel, 1999; McCullick et al., 2005; Lyle,
2007) to identify weaknesses and find solutions. More specifically, researchers are trying to find
out what types of things the coaches want in continuing education (Weirsma & Sherman, 2005;
Nelson et al., 2012; Nash & Sproule, 2009). The directors of professional development outlets
would benefit by heeding the recommendations of academia.
PARTICIPATION HABITS IN COACH EDUCATION
As may be expected, most coaches participate in daily or weekly reflection as a way to
learn from past experiences. The importance of reflective practice has been established in other
studies (Irwin et al., 2004; Gilbert & Trudel, 2005) as an essential part of a coaches’
development. In fact, Cushion et al. (2007) stated that “unless coaches reflect on and reinterpret
past experiences of coaching, they remain in danger of leaving their practice untouched by new
knowledge and insight (p. 224).” Participants of this study seem to recognize the importance of
this learning outlet as it is the most frequently utilized.
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Coaches interacted with other coaches as a frequent mode of continuing education. This
finding implicates the presence of an established network of peers, or community of practice
(CoP), that coaches participate in for non-formal learning opportunities. Culver & Trudel (2008)
provided evidence for CoPs as a useful educational outlet and results from this study appear to
confirm those findings. In addition, coaches use internet resources for continuing education
almost as frequently as they interact with other coaches. Improved technology and growing
accessibility to sport-specific websites may be a viable method for coach education. Participants
from other studies (Nelson et al., 2012, Vargas-Tonsing, 2007; Weirsma & Sherman, 2005) have
expressed interest in using internet resources for continuing education and the results of this
study coincide with those conclusions.
As for participation in more formal learning outlets, the majority of coaches from this
study do not participate in any large-scale programs. Again, the sample population must be
considered as there is no national governing body in the United States to mandate participation,
or certification, for American coaches. A contrast can be drawn when comparing this result to
coaching populations of other countries that require attendance in these programs. For example,
Erickson et al., (2008) found that coaches from Canada rated participation in the National
Coaching Certification Program (NCCP) as their third highest actual source of knowledge.
However, another study by Erickson et al. (2007), that included collegiate coaches from Canada,
found that participants spent a relatively small amount of time in formal coaching education,
which is consistent with several other studies (Gould et al., 1990; Nelson et al., 2012; Trudel &
Gilbert, 2006).
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PREFERRED TOPICS
Coaches expressed a high interest in ‘communication with athletes’ as a potential topic
for continuing education. Perhaps intuitively, this result provides evidence for the common
perception that effective communication is of paramount importance for coaches (NASPE,
2006). The significance of communication is also shown in the findings of other studies
(Vargas-Tonsing, 2007; Weirsma & Sherman, 2005) which suggest that this topic should be
incorporated into continuing education programs. Furthermore, while coach education has
focused on extensive professional knowledge in the past (Cote & Gilbert, 2009), researchers
have shown that coaches believe it is important to learn how to teach, not just what to teach
(Mccullick et al., 2005). This concept coincides with the high rating of communication in the
present study. If coaches are unable to convey their knowledge to their athletes, what good is the
knowledge? Even so, future research is necessary to better identify what effective
communication is, in a sports context, so education programs can help coaches with this topic.
On considering the usefulness of certain job-specific topics for continuing education,
participants rated ‘recruiting techniques’ as the most helpful. Since recruiting is a unique duty of
collegiate coaches, it warrants special attention. To this investigator’s knowledge, recruiting has
never been considered in scholarly discussions as a potential topic for improving coach
education courses. Since collegiate coaches make up a large percentage of the American
coaching population, and the subjects in this study spend little to no time in formal coach
education courses, this finding is especially intriguing. As a collegiate coach himself, this author
knows the importance of recruiting for the success of any university athletic program. However,
no formal training exists on how to recruit. Assumedly, most coaches learn to recruit through
practical experience or by interacting with other coaches, rather than through more formal
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mediums. Hence, the high rating of the topic by subjects in this study. Ultimately, coach
education programs may experience increased attendance by collegiate coaches if more jobspecific topics, such as recruiting, are integrated into the courses.
Other highly rated topics include: sport psychology, injury prevention/treatment, and
advanced conditioning drills. Again, the sample population may be the largest determinant of
these results. Gould et al. (1990) also found that sport psychology received a high importance
rating among elite coaches. Considering that collegiate athletes generally arrive on campus with
already advanced physical sport skills, it is not surprising that these coaches are more interested
in developing the mental components of performance. However, in a study with volunteer
youth-coaches, Vargas-Tonsing (2007) showed that other coaching populations do not view the
psychological aspects of sport the same, as participants rated sport psychology much lower than
subjects of the current study. This provides further evidence that contextually-different systems
are needed for coach education programs.
Since college athletes generally maintain a high training volume, which inherently carries
an increased risk of injury, the perceived helpfulness of injury prevention/treatment as a topic of
continuing education comes as no surprise. Furthermore, intercollegiate coaches rely on their
athletes’ success for the security of their careers. Obviously if athletes are unable to perform
because of persistent injuries, the coach is largely accountable and may face repercussions for a
poor training/coaching philosophy. If a coach is educated on ways to prevent and treat injuries,
then both the coach and athlete will benefit. Continuing education programs may better suit the
needs of this coaching population if basic courses in athletic training are offered.
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Lastly, participants expressed a high interest in seeing advanced conditioning drills at
coach education initiatives. This finding is rationalized when considering the length of a
collegiate tennis season. These athletes begin training early in the academic year to prepare for a
fall competition schedule. After a short winter break, the players begin practice sessions in early
January and compete into May. With such a long season, the athletes need to build and maintain
a high level of physical fitness (Kovacs, 2006). Moreover, coaches need the conditioning drills
to follow a progression so the athletes ‘peak’ for primary performances (Brumbach, 1993).
Apparently, the participants of this study may be aware of this principle and are interested in
learning more on this topic from coach education programs.
REASONS FOR PURSUING COACH EDUCATION
This study also found that coaches selected ‘increasing knowledge’ as the main reason for
pursuing continuing education. Though this finding may seem obvious, it gains substance when
considering that ‘relevant topics’ is also rated highly by this, as well as other, sample populations
(Nelson et al., 2012; McCullick et al., 2005). Of course coaches want to increase their
knowledge base, but they won’t pursue professional development opportunities unless the
programs offer content that is applicable to their careers. As such, these results further the
premise put forth by other authors (Weirsma & Sherman, 2005; Vargas-Tonsing, 2007) that
coach education should be designed to meet the needs of the attending coaches. More
specifically, course content should include specific topics that are relevant to the participants.
Other primary considerations for coaches wishing to pursue continuing education are the
location of the venue and the time required. However, these items might be better termed as
‘barriers’ to coach education. As mentioned previously, intercollegiate coaches undergo lengthy
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seasons with little free time for formal learning opportunities. The summer break is the only real
‘down-time,’ but even then coaches are recruiting and planning for the next year. As such, the
distance away and duration of a coach education program are important parts of a coach’s
decision to attend. This point has also been shown in a study by Nelson et al. (2012) which had
participants who described ineffective coach education as taking place “a long way away (p.
12).” In order for coach education to be effective it must be accessible and completed in a
reasonable time period.
PREFERRED METHODS OF ‘CE’ DELIVERY
As might be expected, coaches rated ‘on-court training’ as their most preferred mode of
coach education. Previous research confirms this finding as coaches tend to value more practical
or ‘hands-on’ approaches to learning (Mallett et al., 2009; Irwin et al., 2004; Nash & Sproule,
2009). Indeed, Gould et al. (1990) showed that experience ranked highest for ways in which
coaches developed their coaching styles. In fact, sports practitioners enjoy learning formats that
are “more interactive and practical” (Nelson et al., 2012, p. 7), and have recommended that
coach education courses offer programs allowing attendants to get hands-on experience
(Weirsma & Sherman, 2005). Though some coach certifying organizations do offer such courses
(i.e. PTR, USPTA), it is important to continue these services and investigate novel ways to vary
the on-court trainings.
The second-most preferred learning modality is mentoring, or learning from other more
experienced coaches. Alongside extensive experience as an athlete, having a mentor has been
shown to be an important milestone associated with the development of high-performance
coaches (Erickson et al., 2007). Additionally, coaches tend to value such informal education
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(Cushion et al., 2003) and many believe that it is an ideal source of knowledge (Erickson et al.,
2008; Irwin et al., 2004). Other studies further confirm these notions by showing that coaches
highly regard their learning opportunities with other successful coaches (Gould et al., 1990; Nash
& Sproule, 2009). As such, coaches clearly believe they can learn from each other (Weirsma &
Sherman, 2005) and professional development outlets should seek to take advantage of this fact.
One such approach has been presented by Mallet et al. (2009) suggesting that structured
mentoring and apprenticeships be included in coach education agendas. Inexperienced
attendants could be matched with more experienced ones and the two could form a ‘learning
partnership’ for the duration of the program. Or, as has been suggested by McCullick and
colleagues (2005), coach education initiatives should have enthusiastic and knowledgeable
teacher educators to instruct their courses and serve as mentors. Furthermore, coaches want to
learn from coach educators who have practical experience with a topic rather than just a
theoretical understanding of the concepts (Nelson et al., 2012). And, so it seems, practitioners do
like the idea of learning from other coaches, as long as those coaches have established some
credibility through successful experience.
The next highest rated continuing education methods also pertain to the idea of coaches
learning from each other. Round-table discussions and question-and-answer sessions are rated
almost identically by this sample population and further indicate that coaches are willing to
cooperatively involve themselves in the learning process. In fact, other practitioners have
suggested that a roundtable format may be beneficial in coach education (Weirsma & Sherman,
2005). The boundaries of such learning approaches are limitless as they are driven by the
questions the coaches seek to have answered. In this way, attendants gain control of their own
learning and, by asking questions or providing comments, directly influence the topic of
51

discussion. Professional development programs could provide a mediator to help stimulate
conversation, but the coaches would largely be responsible for the content.
CERTIFICATION STATUS DIFFERENCES
Interestingly, participants that maintain a coaching certification significantly differed
from their non-certified colleagues on nearly every response item. As may be expected, coaches
with certifications spent more time attending formal and non-formal coach education outlets.
Indeed, this finding suggests that coaches that have participated in these learning environments
attach some value to such endeavors. Unfortunately, since there is no other research examining
this assertion, a possible explanation is left to speculation. Even so, it appears that once a coach
has completed some formal education he/she is more likely to continue attending these programs
in the future.
This point can be further illustrated by examining certified coaches’ responses to the
survey section that measures perceptions of continuing education. Overall, practitioners with
certifications are more likely to pursue continuing education and rated it with greater importance
than those coaches without coaching certificates. Moreover, certified coaches were more in
favor of mandating continuing education as well as requiring certification for this sample
population. These results may best be explained by differences in responses to the final item in
this section of the survey, which determined coaches’ perceptions of whether formalized coach
education programs meet the needs of collegiate coaches. Compared to non-certified
practitioners, certified coaches felt more strongly that formal learning outlets did, indeed, meet
their needs as coaches. Again, this indicates that those participants who have been through
formal education initiatives place more value in them than those participants who have not.
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However, it is important to note that some participants in this study previously held certifications
but no longer maintain their awards. As has been suggested by other authors (Gilbert et al.,
2006), it would be useful to examine why some coaches continue to pursue formal coach
education whereas others cease after completing a baseline achievement.
GENDER DIFFERENCES
The main differences between male and female participants arise in response to potential
topics in coach education. In the areas of motivational techniques, developing training plans,
advanced conditioning drills, and tactical skills strategies, women rated these topics significantly
higher, in terms of usefulness, than men. This finding is counter to a past study comparing male
and female responses, which showed no significant differences across gender (Gould et al.,
1990). As such, these discrepancies are intriguing and suggest that coach education systems may
benefit by catering these topics toward the needs of female coaches.
Furthermore, it is interesting to note the relationships between these topics. Motivational
techniques and tactical skills strategies fit into the ‘mental side’ of sport while developing
training plans and advanced conditioning drills pertain to the ‘physical aspect.’ Although these
aspects of coaching are much broader than just these few topics, perhaps these indicate areas of
greater importance to women. A potential solution for addressing these unique interests of
female coaches is to incorporate informal learning modalities (e.g. roundtables, mentoring, etc.)
into the formal environment. With these opportunities, women can direct their own learning and
find answers to their questions through discussion with other coaches. However, future research
should examine the specific aspects of these topics (e.g. pre-competition motivation, incompetition motivation, etc.) that women are most interested in so coach education can better
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meet their needs by ensuring that experts in these areas are present to answer questions and
stimulate discussion.
COACHING POSITION DIFFERENCES
Only a few significant differences were found between head and assistant coaches.
Perhaps the most important to note, is the rating of mentoring as a preferred method of
continuing education. Not surprisingly, assistant coaches attached much more importance to
mentoring than head coaches. This makes sense when considering the general path that highperformance coaches follow during their careers. After completing several years of athletic
competition, practitioners begin part-time coaching, usually as a volunteer or assistant coach
(Erickson et al., 2007). After, approximately, six or more years (Trudel & Gilbert, 2006) of
development as an assistant, coaches become eligible for head positions, usually around the age
of 30 years (Erickson et al., 2007). Up until this point, however, these coaches are developing
their coaching philosophies and learning the trade, typically under the guidance of a head coach.
Since most research has focused solely on head coaches (Trudel & Gilbert, 2006), the
assistant coach population represents an area ripe for investigation. Based on the assistants in
this study, mentoring is an important consideration for the development of their careers. This
result should be particularly telling for those head coaches that have assistants. As the leaders of
their respective programs, head coaches need to be aware that their apprentices want to learn
from them. With this knowledge in hand, these practitioners will better be able to help in the
development of their assistants. Furthermore, coach education programs may benefit from this
information by matching head coaches with assistants at their courses to create formal
mentorship opportunities.
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COACHING DIVISION DIFFERENCES
Participants representing NCAA Division-III institutions differed most often when
compared to other coaching levels, suggesting that some inherent differences may be present in
this population. The most notable differences are found in response to potential topics in coach
education. More specifically, NCAA Division-III coaches rated academic compliance,
budgeting/fundraising, community outreach/marketing, and injury prevention/treatment to be
less helpful as prospective areas in continuing education. This finding is particularly intriguing
when considering the job description of coaches at smaller universities. Typically, coaches at
these small institutions fulfill multiple roles, including fundraiser, marketing manager, and,
sometimes, athletic trainer. Larger colleges generally have separate staff members to fill these
positions (e.g. associate athletic directors, compliance officers, and athletic training staff). As
such, the results seem counterintuitive because one would expect Division-III coaches to be more
interested in these topics since they directly pertain to their job description. On the other hand,
these participants may already feel that they have a strong grasp in these areas and would rather
spend their time focusing on content that is less familiar.
These differences between coaches of varying divisions should be insightful for nonformal coach education programs that cater to these populations. Conferences and workshops
directed at Division-III coaches may benefit by spending less time on these topics and focusing
more on areas that these practitioners value. Moreover, non-formal settings aimed at coaching
populations from the other divisions should be inclined to include these topics at their programs
because these other groups had high ratings across the board. Again, these results provide
evidence for contextually different coach education programs based on the target population.
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Unfortunately, these findings are isolated as there are no other studies in the literature examining
differences between coaching divisions.
COACHING EXPERIENCE DIFFERENCES
Several differences exist between coaches of varying levels of experience. A more
prominent result is that coaches with 20 or more years of experience are less likely to pursue
continuing education than all groups of participants with less experience. This finding is
significant because it suggests that coaches with the most experience feel that they already have
the necessary knowledge to be successful and have no reason to actively seek further education.
Although this supposition is only speculation, future studies examining potential reasons for this
attitude would be beneficial.
Another interesting difference is found between coaches of little experience (0-4 years)
compared to coaches with moderate experience (10-14 years) in response to ‘monetary
compensation/promotion’ as a reason for pursuing continuing education. Participants with the
fewest years of experience attached more importance to this item than those with moderate
experience. This result may indicate that less experienced coaches believe that further coach
education will enhance their marketability and, ultimately, boost their careers. More plainly,
though, the fact that inexperienced practitioners feel they may qualify for promotion after
undergoing professional development, suggests that there is some perceived value in pursuing
these endeavors. Again, further investigation into these claims would prove insightful.
The final difference between coaches of varying experience is found between participants
of 0-4 years of experience and those with 15-19 years, on the preference of ‘mentoring’ as a
method of continuing education. As may be expected, the less practiced coaches are more
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favorable to the idea of mentoring as a coach education modality. The value of learning from
other coaches cannot be understated and professional development systems need to strongly
consider implementing this approach into their framework.
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CHAPTER SIX
IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

58

IMPLICATIONS FOR COACH INVOLVEMENT IN CONTINUING EDUCATION
An important result of this study is the information regarding intercollegiate tennis
coaches’ involvement in professional development. No other studies have examined this specific
population so this research data provides a novel contribution to the literature. Of particular
significance is the description of these coaches’ participation habits in various coach education
outlets. Consistent with other research, this coaching sample relies primarily on informal
learning modalities for continuing education. Such a finding suggests that improvements in
coaching preparation should, perhaps, be largely directed at the coaches themselves rather than
scholars in the field.
Another relevant finding pertains to these coaches’ reasons for pursuing coach education.
As has been suggested in the literature, understanding factors that motivate or deter coaches from
participating in certain professional development initiatives may lead to improvements in these
learning outlets. For example, this sample population is driven to pursue continuing education if
it includes relevant topics that will increase their knowledge. In order for the content to be
relevant for prospective learners, educators (or course materials) need to be directed at what the
attendants want to gain. This statement may seem obvious, but, currently, most coach education
content is aimed at what coaches should know rather than their true interests.
Additionally, the time required and locations of the venue are important considerations
for coaches wishing to pursue professional development. In fact, these concerns may be better
termed as barriers to continuing education. Intercollegiate coaches are often ‘swamped’ with
heavy workloads that leave them little time for learning opportunities. More often than not,
formal coach education programs require a substantial time commitment as well as considerable
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travel to participate. This concept may help explain why coaches are primarily self-directed
learners and dedicate little effort to formal coach education. In order for coaches to really take
advantage of these coach education programs, both the time and travel components need to be
marginalized to still maintain quality, but simultaneously encourage participation.
Overall, the participants in this study believe continuing education is important and plan
on pursuing it in the future. This is a noteworthy finding because it illustrates that coaches are,
in fact, willing to continue learning. Unfortunately, the majority of respondents do not feel that
current coach education initiatives actually meet their needs as collegiate practitioners. This
result is consistent with the literature and may further explain why coaches rarely participate in
formal coach education.
IMPLICATIONS FOR COACH EDUCATION PROGRAMS
As previously indicated, most participants in this study do not feel that formal education
programs fulfill their coaching needs. The consistency of this finding with other research should
cause serious concern for directors of coach education programs. Although some studies have
shown that formal professional development outlets are valued and provide some benefit to
participants, most researchers have shown that the system is not reaching all of the program
attendants. In order to reverse this trend, coach education courses needs to be revamped and
adjusted to fit the recommendations (e.g. needs) of the targeted population.
Furthermore, little research has examined the specific topics that coaches are interested in
pursuing and this study helps delineate which areas are most important. Topics of particular
importance relate more to the ‘how to’ components of coaching rather than the ‘what’ or ‘why’
concepts. More specifically, coaches are interested in how to communicate with their athletes,
not just what to convey. This concept should carry heavy significance in the future design of
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coach education programs. Historically, professional development for coaches has focused on
providing an extensive professional knowledge of the sport rather than how to deliver that
knowledge. This study adds to a mounting body of evidence that suggests continuing education
outlets should be more concerned with helping coaches be better communicators. Another
highly rated topic in this study helps further accentuate this idea.
Sport psychology is a continually growing field and coaches of all levels realize the
importance of the mental side of sport, which makes sense, then, that these participants view this
area so favorably. Interestingly, though, most coach education programs focus predominantly on
the physical elements of sport. Generally, high-performance coaches possess substantial
experience and knowledge of their sports’ physical requirements. It is no wonder, then, that
these coaches are more interested in learning about the psychological side of their sport.
Moreover, unlike physical characteristics, the psychological aspects of sport are difficult to
demonstrate and, rather, must be communicated. Unfortunately, most coaches possess little
training, other than their own athletic endeavors, on how to enhance their athletes’ performances
by using concepts from sport psychology. Again, coach education initiatives would do well to
include this topic in their programs and help coaches learn how to apply the concepts.
Another major finding for continuing education programs to consider is the participants’
preferred methods of learning. Consistent with mounting data in the field is the result that
coaches are highly interested in mentoring as an education modality. This outcome has broad
implications for the domain of coach education. Firstly, professional development outlets should
consider implementing formal mentorships/apprenticeships into their agendas to provide
attending coaches the opportunity of being mentored. Secondly, prospective mentors should
receive training about what constitutes good mentoring practices. Intercollegiate practitioners,
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especially head coaches, will undoubtedly fill the role of mentor somewhere along their career
path and it is important that they are aware of this inherent responsibility. Coach education
programs should take advantage of the data on this concept and promote mentoring in their
systems.
Returning to the idea of coaches as self-directed learners will provide further implications
for professional development outlets. Researchers continue to illustrate that coaches are
interested in driving their own learning. This notion is advanced in this study by the
participants’ high ratings of roundtable discussions as well as question-and-answer sessions. By
including these modalities in continuing education programs, coaches can learn directly from
each other and discuss concepts that are pertinent to their needs. In order to stimulate further
discussion and ensure flow, a mediator may provide further benefit to the participants. Overall,
though, inclusion of these techniques would allow the coaches to be actively engaged in their
own learning process.
Below is a summary list of recommendations for coach education programs to consider
when developing future learning agendas:
Include content that is specific to intercollegiate coaches of all levels.
Provide more regional learning opportunities, at a reasonable cost, to minimize
travelling burdens and time requirement of potential participants.
Include content regarding how to communicate knowledge rather than just focus
on what to communicate.
Promote mentoring as a useful learning tool for coaches of all levels.
Facilitate discussions and allow coaches to drive their own learning in roundtable
or question-and-answer sessions.
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IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
After completing this research project and considering the predominant findings about
intercollegiate tennis coaches’ perceptions of and preferences for continuing education, a number
of questions arise for future inquiry.
Applicability to other coaching populations
How do these results compare to a broader pool of intercollegiate tennis coaches?
What are the perceptions of and preferences for continuing education of coaches
of other intercollegiate sports? How do these populations compare to collegiate
tennis coaches?
What are the differences relative to this topic, if any, between American
collegiate coaches and university coaches in other countries? What accounts for
these differences?
Coaching Education
How can coach education programs more adequately meet the needs of the
attendants? What techniques can be used to assess the effectiveness of these
programs?
What are the most effective ways to implement self-directed learning
opportunities, such as mentorships and roundtable discussions, into coach
education initiatives?
While this study included coaches of different positions and varying experience,
future research could further examine the specific needs of these sub-groups
relative to continuing education.
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Are high-performance coaches interested in helping develop coach education
curriculums? And, are these coaches willing to offer professional development
courses in their area?
CONCLUSION
This study provides a framework for future investigation of continuing education among
other coaching populations. The findings describe intercollegiate tennis coaches’ attitudes
toward professional development which provides valuable insight for the design of coach
education curricula. In particular, this study confirms the value of informal learning and
suggests that self-directed learning modalities be implemented in continuing education systems.
Recent trends in coach education suggest that the current format is in need of a massive
overhaul. The definitive goal of research in this field is to identify how professional
development can be designed to better serve coaches in order to improve their effectiveness as
practitioners. Some of the immediate recommendations resulting from this study may be
implemented to improve continuing education opportunities for all collegiate coaches.
Ultimately, the results of this study and subsequent research could form the basis for quality
coach education programs that are viewed as essential to the development of intercollegiate
coaches.
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SURVEY CONSENT FORM
You are invited to participate in a research project about intercollegiate tennis coaches’ perceptions of
and preferences for continuing education. This online survey should take about 6 to 8 minutes to
complete. Participation is voluntary, and responses will be kept confidential to the degree permitted
by the technology being used.
You have the option to not respond to any questions that you choose. Participation or
nonparticipation will not impact your relationship with The University of Montana. Submission of
the survey will be interpreted as your informed consent to participate and that you affirm that you
are at least 18 years of age.
If you have any questions about the research, please contact the Principal Investigator, Collin
Fehr, via email at collin.fehr@umontana.edu or the faculty advisor, Dr. Charles Palmer at
charles.palmer@umontana.edu. If you have any questions regarding your rights as a research
subject, contact the UM Institutional Review Board (IRB) at (406) 243-6672.
Please print or save a copy of this page for your records.
* I have read the above information and agree to participate in this research project.
____ Enter survey
Purpose:
The purpose of this study is to increase the body of knowledge in the field of coach education by
collecting intercollegiate tennis coaches' perceptions of and preferences for continuing education.
Additionally, this study aims to provide a framework for future studies of related populations.
Risks/Discomforts:
Minimal risk is involved with your participation in this study. Nevertheless, some questions regarding
your perceptions on the topic may elicit certain emotions. The principal investigator’s contact
information will be provided should you feel a need to voice your concerns.
Benefits:
Although there is no direct benefit to you for participating in this study you will have the option of
electing to receive the study results as an incentive to participate. Additionally, you will be involved in a
study that could directly benefit your future career development opportunities. Moreover, this
investigation will add much needed information to this particular area of research. Little is known about
coaches' perceptions of professional development, and even less is realized about intercollegiate
coaches.
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D-I
ACC
Big East
Big Ten
Conference USA
Mid-American
Mountain West
Pac-12
Southeastern
Sun Belt
WAC
Big Sky
Big South
Colonial Athletic Association
Ivy League
Mid-Eastern Athletic Conference
Ohio Valley Conference
Patriot League
Southern Conference
Southland Conference
Southwestern Athletic Conference
America East
Atlantic Sun
Atlantic 10
Big West
Horizon League
Metro Atlantic Athletic
Missouri Valley
The Summit League
WCC

NCAA
D-II

D-III

Central Intercollegiate Athletic Assn.
Conference Carolinas
East Coast Conference
Great American Conference
Great Lakes Intercollegiate Athletic Conf.
Great Lakes Valley Conf.
Gulf South Conf.
Heartland Conf.
Lone Star Conf.
Mid-America Interc. Athl. Assn.
Pacific West Conf.
Pennsylvania St. Ath. Conf.
Rocky Mtn. Ath. Conf.
South Atlantic Conf.
Southern Interc. Ath. Conf.
Sunshine State. Conf.
West Virginia Interc. Ath. Conf.

American Southwest Conf.
Capital Ath. Conf.
Centenniel Conf.
City Univ. of NY Ath. Conf.
Colonial States Ath. Conf.
Commonwealth Coast Conf.
Great Northeast Ath. Conf.
Heartland Collegiate A.C.
Iowa Interc. A.C.
Landmark C.
Liberty League
Middle Atlantic C.
Midwest C.
Minnesota Interc. A.C.
New England Coll. C.
New England Small College A.C.
New England Women's and Men's A.C.
North Atlantic C.
North Coast A.C.
North Eastern A.C.
Northwest C.
Ohio A.C.
Old Dominion A.C.
Presidents' A.C.
Skyline C.
Southern A.Assn.
Southern California Interc. A.C.
St. Louis Interc. A.C.
University A. Assn.
Upper Midwest A.C.

NAIA
Appalachian A.C.
Assn. of Independent Institutions
Chicagoland Colleg. A.C.
Crossroads League
Frontier C.
Golden State A.C.
Heart of America A.C.
Kansas Colleg. A.C.
Kentucky Interc. A.C.
Sooner A.C.
The Sun C.
TranSouth A.C.
Wolverine-Hoosier A.C.
NJCAA
Alabama Community Coll. C.
Georgia Coll. A.Assn.
Kansas jayhawk Comm. Coll. Conf.
Maryland Junior Coll. A.C.

List of Represented Conferences – Each conference was represented by at least one coach response to the survey.
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ADDITIONAL RESULTS:
Topics in Coach Education:
Below is a list of mean scores for general and job-specific topics in continuing education: goalsetting (M= 4.18 ± 1.003), communication with administrators (M= 3.98 ± 1.025),
visualization/imagery (M= 3.90 ± 0.984, budgeting/fundraising (M= 4.02 ± 1.027), academic
compliance (M= 3.95 ± 1.117), and community outreach/marketing (M= 3.81 ± 1.001). For
general and sport-specific topics, sport nutrition had an average rating of 4.30 ± 0.816 followed
by exercise physiology (M= 4.20 ± 0.861) and biomechanics (M= 4.10 ± 0.943). The area with
the next highest mean score was tactical skills strategies (M= 4.27 ± 0.93), followed by the topic
of developing training plans (M= 4.22 ± 0.921) and video analysis (M= 4.07 ± 0.946).
Gender Differences:
Male coaches differed from female coaches in response to the convenience of location/venue as a
reason for pursuing continuing education (males: M= 4.00 ± 0.981, females: M= 4.38 ± 0.806;
p= 0.021). Significant differences between gender also existed in responses to on-court trainings
(males: M= 3.75 ± 0.964 vs. females: M= 4.11 ± 0.935, p= 0.030) and lectures (males: M= 2.96
± 1.1074 vs. females: M= 3.38 ± 1.173, p = 0.027) as preferred methods of delivery for
continuing education. Additionally, there was a statistically significant difference between male
and female participants in perception of whether coaching education should be mandatory
(males: M= 1.74 ± 0.443, females: M= 1.58 ± 0.499, p= 0.047).
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Certification Status Differences:
Subjects with certifications differed from those without in how often they use internet resources
(M= 3.71 ± 1.104 vs. M= 3.26± 1.590; p= 0.029), attend standardized programs (M= 1.01 ±
0.906 vs. M= 0.41 ± 0.745; p= 0.000), read publications such as books or magazines (M= 3.72 ±
0.862 vs. M= 3.25 ± 1.235; p= 0.003), attend workshops or clinics (M= 1.77 ± 0.704 vs. M= 1.33
± 0.943; p= 0.001), read research journals (M= 2.81 ± 1.289 vs. M= 1.90 ± 1.578; p= 0.000), and
attend conferences or seminars (M= 1.67 ± 0.703 vs. M= 1.13 ± 0.885; p= 0.000).
Certified coaches had a higher mean response to the following general or sport-related
topics: communication with athletes (M= 4.69 ± 0.612 vs. M= 4.34 ± 0.980; p = 0.005), goalsetting (M= 4.34 ± 0.926 vs. M= 4.02 ± 1.054; p = 0.030), and motivational techniques (M= 4.51
± 0.723 vs. M= 4.24 ±1.015; p = 0.041). In addition, significant differences were determined in
ratings of sport psychology (certified: M= 4.58 ± 0.653 vs. non-certified: M= 4.21 ± 0.995; p=
0.004), exercise physiology (certified: M= 4.36 ± 0.739 vs. non-certified: M= 4.05 ± 0.947; p=
0.018), biomechanics (certified: M= 4.29 ± 0.768 vs. non-certified: M= 3.91 ± 1.061; p= 0.007),
and sports nutrition (certified: M= 4.43 ± 0.704 vs. non-certified: M= 4.16 ± 0.898; p = 0.26).
Differences in responses to reasons for pursuing coaching education were also observed
between certified and non-certified coaches. Participants with certifications rated the following
items significantly higher than their non-certified counterparts: relevant topics (M= 4.27 ± 0.859
vs. M= 3.97 ± 1.048; p = 0.037), networking opportunities (M= 3.84 ± 0.959 vs. M= 3.22 ±
1.245; p= 0.000), and increasing knowledge (M= 4.67 ± 0.618 vs. M= 4.31 ± 0.951; p= 0.003).
Additionally, differences were noted between certified (M= 3.07 ± 1.279) and non-certified (M=
3.48 ± 1.320) participants on the item of a ‘university or league requirement’ as a reason for
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pursuing continuing education at the p= 0.032 level. Furthermore, these coaches differed on
responses to two preferred methods of coaching education delivery, including round-table
discussions (certified: M= 3.58 ± 0.960 vs. non-certified: 3.22 ± 1.172; p= 0.026) and lectures
(certified: M= 3.31 ± 0.956 vs. non-certified: 2.81 ± 1.201; p = 0.002).
There was a statistically significant difference between group responses to the following
items in section II of the survey, as determined by one-way ANOVA: frequency attending
workshops/clinics (F(3,177) = 4.118, p= 0.007), and frequency reading research journals
(F(3,177) = 3.843, p= 0.011). A Tukey post-hoc test revealed that responses to ‘frequency
attending workshops or clinics’ differed between NCAA Division-I coaches (M=1.30 ± 0.890)
and NCAA Division-III coaches (M=1.82 ± 0.792) with a p-value of 0.003. The multiple
comparison test also demonstrated a difference between NCAA Division-I coaches’ responses
(M= 1.99 ±1.450) and NCAA Division-II coaches’ responses (M= 3.07 ±1.207) to ‘frequency
reading research journals at the p=0.007 level.
As for section five of the survey, the cost of the course was the only item with significant
differences between groups as identified by one-way ANOVA (F(3,177)= 3.018, p= 0.031). A
Tukey post-hoc test of multiple comparisons revealed that coaches at the NCAA Division-I level
had a significantly lower mean score (M= 3.61 ± 1.219) when compared to coaches at
NAIA/NJCAA universities (M= 4.46 ± 1.141; p= 0.025).
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Coaching Experience Differences:
Significant differences existed between coaches of varying experience levels on the
following topics for coaching education: goal-setting (F(4,176)= 2.482, p= 0.046), academic
compliance (F(4,176)= 5.046, p=0.001), budgeting/fundraising (F(4,176)= 4.710, p= 0.001), and
community outreach/marketing (F(4,176)= 2.781, p= 0.028). In the area of goal-setting,
respondents with 15-19 years of experience showed a significantly lower mean score (M= 3.55 ±
1.191) compared to respondents with 0-4 years of experience (M= 4.33 ± 1.047; p= 0.019).
Further significant differences were observed between responses of coaches with 15-19 years of
experience (M= 3.15 ± 1.040) compared to coaches with 0-4 years of experience (M= 4.24 ±
0.875; p= 0.001) and coaches with 5-9 years of experience (M= 4.15 ± 1.010; p= 0.005) on the
topic of academic compliance. In response to the item of budgeting/fundraising subjects with
15-19 years as collegiate coaches had significantly lower mean scores (M= 3.35 ± 1.040)
compared to subjects with 0-4 years (M= 4.25 ± 0.933; p= 0.004) and subjects with 5-9 years
(M= 4.26 ± 0.855; p= 0.006). Lastly, participants with 15-19 years of experience had
significantly lower mean scores (M= 3.25 ± 1.070) compared to participants with 0-4 years of
experience (M= 4.06 ± 0.965; p= 0.013) in the area of community outreach/marketing.
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Intercollegiate Tennis Coaches' Participation Habits in
Various Continuing Education Outlets
120

N/A

2-5 Years

Annually

Monthly

Reading
Publications

Attending
Workshops or
Clinics

Weekly

Daily

100

Frequency

80

60

40

20

0
Internet
Resources

Attending
Interacting with
Standardized Other Coaches
Programs
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Reflecting on
Past Events

Reading
Research
Journals

Attending
Conferences or
Seminars

Pilot Study Results (Read Left to Right – continued on next few pages)
What is
the
gender
of the
team
you
coach?

In what division
does your
current team
compete?

Did
you
play
college
tennis?

If yes, in what
division did
you compete
while a
studentathlete?

Were the above
questions clear? Is
there any other
background
information that
should be included
on this page?

Do you hold a current coaching
certification through any of the
following organizations? (Select
all that apply)

What is
your
age
(years)?

What is
your
gender?

What is
your
coaching
position?

How many
years have
you been a
collegiate
tennis
coach?

37

Male

Head
Coach

10-14 years

Male

NCAA Division-I

Yes

NCAA
Division-I

They wereI think
that sums it up.

Professional Tennis Registry (PTR)

40

Male

Head
Coach

15-19 years

Female

NCAA Division-I

Yes

NCAA
Division-I

Questions were
clear

Not Applicable

54

Male

Head
Coach

20+ years

Male

NCAA Division-I

Yes

NCAA
Division-I

I coached both men
and women my
first 25 years

Not Applicable
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Do you plan on
pursuing
further
coaching
education?

Is coaching
education
important
for
collegiate
tennis
coaches?

Should
coaching
education be
mandatory for
collegiate
tennis
coaches?

If yes, how many years have
you been certified?

Overall, how often do you participate in
these coach education outlets?

Did the above questions make sense?
Do you have anything to add or
suggest?

0-4 years

Internet Resources = Monthly;Attending
standardized certification programs =
Annually;Interacting with other coaches =
Daily;Reading publications (magazines,
books) = Daily;Attending workshops or
clinics = Annually;Reflecting on past
experiences/events = Daily;Reading
research journals = Weekly;Attending
conferences or seminars = Annually

YesI would add on #12 1 to 5 years.
Conferences and seminars as well as
certification programs would fall under
that for me.

Yes

Yes

No

Not Applicable

Internet Resources = Weekly;Attending
standardized certification programs =
Annually;Interacting with other coaches =
Daily;Reading publications (magazines,
books) = Daily;Attending workshops or
clinics = Annually;Reflecting on past
experiences/events = Daily;Reading
research journals = Weekly;Attending
conferences or seminars = Annually

On the first two questions there needs
to be the answer box of NO or none
held. I do not hold certification as I do
not want to pay for those. I did have a
USPTA certification but I did not find it
useful enough for the annual fee I was
paying

Yes

Yes

No

Not Applicable

Internet Resources = Weekly;Attending
standardized certification programs = Not
Applicable;Interacting with other coaches
= Monthly;Reading publications
(magazines, books) = Monthly;Attending
workshops or clinics = Not
Applicable;Reflecting on past
experiences/events = Weekly;Reading
research journals = Weekly;Attending
conferences or seminars = Not Applicable

I was certified for 6 years in the 90's

Yes

Yes

No
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Should
coaching
certification be
required for all
collegiate
tennis
coaches?

No

No

No

Should coaches
be expected to
pursue
continuing
education?

No

Yes

Yes

Do current
coach education
programs meet
the needs of
collegiate
coaches?

Are any of the above questions difficult to
understand? Do you have any suggestions or
additions?

Please rate how helpful
each of these general
topics would be for you
as a coach.

Please rate how helpful
each of these jobspecific topics would be
for you as a coach.

Yes

#19 I would go with the answer yes and no. That's
a tough one.

Communication with
athletes =
5;Communication with
administrators = 5;Goal
setting = 5;Motivational
techniques =
5;Visualization/imagery
=4

Academic Compliance =
5;Budgeting /
Fundraising =
5;Community outreach /
Marketing = 5;Recruiting
Techniques = 5

Yes

The questions were easy but the I would suggest
putting an area that could include feedback. The
answer to these questions are a little more
complex. Coaches should always be striving to
become better coaches which occurs through
education, whether that be experiential or
through educational mediums. I do not think
anything should be mandatory. Mandatory is a
concept left to underachievers. In order to
progress and become better at anything people
must engage daily in subject matter. Thus, all the
aforementioned outlets are important, but the
drive and desire must come from individuals
themselves.

Communication with
athletes =
5;Communication with
administrators = 5;Goal
setting = 5;Motivational
techniques =
5;Visualization/imagery
=5

Academic Compliance =
4;Budgeting /
Fundraising =
5;Community outreach /
Marketing = 5;Recruiting
Techniques = 5

Communication with
athletes =
5;Communication with
administrators = 5;Goal
setting = 4;Motivational
techniques =
4;Visualization/imagery
=4

Academic Compliance =
5;Budgeting /
Fundraising =
4;Community outreach /
Marketing = 3;Recruiting
Techniques = 3

Yes
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Please rate how helpful
each of these sportrelated topics would be
for you as a coach.

Please rate how helpful
each of these sportspecific topics would
be for you as a coach.

Sport psychology =
5;Exercise physiology =
4;Biomechanics = 4;Sport
nutrition = 5;Injury
prevention/treatment = 4

Developing training
plans = 5;Advanced
conditioning drills =
5;Tactical skills
strategies = 5;Video
analysis = 4

Sport psychology =
5;Exercise physiology =
5;Biomechanics = 5;Sport
nutrition = 5;Injury
prevention/treatment = 5

Developing training
plans = 5;Advanced
conditioning drills =
5;Tactical skills
strategies = 5;Video
analysis = 5

Sport psychology =
4;Exercise physiology =
4;Biomechanics = 4;Sport
nutrition = 4;Injury
prevention/treatment = 4

Developing training
plans = 5;Advanced
conditioning drills =
4;Tactical skills
strategies = 4;Video
analysis = 4

Are the above questions clear? Do you
feel that there are topics missing that are
pertinent to your job description? Please
provide suggestions/additions below.

Please rate how important each of these
reasons are to your decision to pursue further
coaching education.

Cost of course = 3;Time required = 5;Online
availability = 4;University or league
requirement = 4;Relevant topics = 5;Monetary
compensation or promotion = 3;Resultant
certification/award = 3;Convenience/Location
of venue = 5;Securing Insurance = 4;Networking
opportunities = 4;Increasing knowledge = 5

These are clear, but all these areas are
very important for coaches. The challenge
these days we are inundated with
information from people writing books,
developing dvd's, and there are many
internet websites that are specific in
helping to develop athletes. Thus, I think
the challenge is not having information,
but what information is actually worth
while. I think Canada does a great job
with there coach education programs.

Cost of course = 1;Time required = 1;Online
availability = 1;University or league
requirement = 1;Relevant topics = 5;Monetary
compensation or promotion = 1;Resultant
certification/award = 1;Convenience/Location
of venue = 1;Securing Insurance = 1;Networking
opportunities = 1;Increasing knowledge = 5

Cost of course = 4;Time required = 4;Online
availability = 3;University or league
requirement = 2;Relevant topics = 2;Monetary
compensation or promotion = 3;Resultant
certification/award = 3;Convenience/Location
of venue = 5;Securing Insurance = 4;Networking
opportunities = 4;Increasing knowledge = 5
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Are these options
understandable? Should I
add anything to this list?

Please rate how important
the following techniques
are for you when
considering continuing
education.

Are these options
clear? Do you have
any suggestions or
additions that should
be included in the
above question?

Mentoring (being matched
up with a more
experienced coach) =
4;On-court trainings =
3;Round-table discussions
(small group) = 4;Lectures
= 3;Online classrooms =
4;Question-and-Answer
sessions = 4

These are clear

Mentoring (being matched
up with a more
experienced coach) =
4;On-court trainings =
2;Round-table discussions
(small group) = 3;Lectures
= 3;Online classrooms =
3;Question-and-Answer
sessions = 2

They are clear but
would be interesting
to have opportunity
to expand on why
people chose
answers

Mentoring (being matched
up with a more
experienced coach) =
4;On-court trainings =
5;Round-table discussions
(small group) = 3;Lectures
= 3;Online classrooms =
3;Question-and-Answer
sessions = 4
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Additional Comments from Participants
PTR/USPTA general certifications really have little to do with advanced collegiate coaching.
I speak very candidly with my athletes and treat them as adults. Something my college coach did not...I learned how
not to coach student-athletes...and that is what I go off of everyday-how would I want to be coached or spoken too.
As an athlete I kept a journal and often times I refer back to that if I second guess my beliefs. This, so far, has served
very helpful to me and my teams have had no complaints.
I don't think necessarily having certifications or playing experience is mandatory . It is not something that a coach
should be judged by. I did not play college tennis nor do I have certifications but I taught myself how to succeed as a
college coach. I made mistakes and learned from them. If you have the desire to excel at something you're
passionate about, that is most important. I agree that there should be more seminars and education on coaching
and it is up to the coach to make themselves available for this.
All coaches should understand the game of tennis is constantly changing, therefore their perceptions and views of
the game should change with it. We don't play the game the same way we did 40 years ago and coaches should
never stop learning, because there will always be something to improve on in order to make him/her a better
coach.
yes I think certification programs are just jumping through hoops . If a coach wants to be successful then they will
find the best sources for knowledge with out being forced in to someone's money making schemes.

Tennis is being dropped from college programs every year, so requiring more from the universities financially is a
difficult thing to request. My 22 year job has only been part-time, w/out benefits. I do the best I can for my teams
with the resources I can afford.
As a very experienced coach education at this point revolves around keeping up with technique changes and any
new technology or tool for coaching or recruiting. It is definitely not my main focus but if I was a new coach many
of the other things would be important. One thing I didn't see here is any emphasis on team culture or defining (as
a coach) what kind of team chemistry is important. I think many younger coaches I see these days put their
energies into training and don't think about personalities or how they can motivate the team and each player to
think team first. Saying it and making it happen are 2 different things and it starts with recruiting the person, not
only the player.
I have had years of experience and have won 7 national championships. I have almost 900 wins in my career. I dont
think the uspta and other organizations would work in my philosophy that has been so successful. I dont want our
system to be watered down or doubted as it works better then 99% of other tennis programs.
As far as certifications I think the model that Soccer has is comprehensive and pretty interesting in terms of levels
etc. However, there is a huge difference between collegiate tennis coaching and your USPTA, PTR type coaching
certifications. Teaching some one how to play tennis and being able to aptly coach a collegiate team are two
entirely different situations. Therefore the current tennis certifications do not accurately reflect one another, nor
should they be used to do such!

I marked most of your questions about topics for advanced training (question 19 I believe) around a 3 because I
believe that most of those topics should be covered in basic and intermediate training. I do a lot of training and
study for myself and also run clinics for other pros and coaches, especially in how to integrate Etcheberry
techniques into the student-athlete environment and also answer questions for coaches in most all subjects with a
range of three to ten calls/emails a week. I also answered yes to the question about certifying organizations helping
coaches but feel that the answer should be yes, some. I'm doing a lot with the kenetic chain and biomechanical
movement these days working on making footwork and strokes more efficient and think areas like that are really
the advanced areas for coaches. I'm also really into a very advanced academic success program for my athletes that
is far beyond study tables (I have three pre-med majors, pre-PT, forensic chemistry, pre-law and nursing majors on
my two teams and both teams have been ITA All-Academic teams since the 1990s. Integrating the academic and
athletic requirements into a strong leadership program is something that I would consider an advanced coaching
topic. I'm currently a district president for the USPTA and have held a number of positions with the ITA and USTA
over the years. Good luck with your research. I would love to see what you come up with. Ron Christman, uspta,
Etcheberry Certified. 724 852-3365.
coaching college tennis can be the most important thing as a tennisplayer/coach can do.You are their mentor peer
and sometimes the only outlet they might have to help them with everything that they have to face during their
young life. It builds long lasting relationships that far override just attending college. As tennis is a lifetime sport and
what they learn in those 4 years will last a life time.

Great questions; After 10 years coaching at the collegiate level, I believe we do not need additional resources.
What we need is to promote tennis events with high quality and accuracy in information. We do have lots of
opportunities (tennis events, conferences, workshops etc) designed to improve our profession and engage with one
another, but the quality is just not there. The certification process (USPTA, PTR etc) is a complete joke and it does
not train or test someone's knowledge about tennis training, competition etc. Good luck with your research!
I think if your AD feels you can be a good coach that certification doesn't matter. I did attend each of the yearly
coaching clinics when I was a high school coach but those are only for members of the coaches association so
something for college would be good.
Certification establishes a bottom line of knowledge and competency--first step in establishing professionalism
across the board....

The ITA also offers coaching assistance and informational webinars. These are very helpful. Also women's coaching
alliance offer coaching webinars and great information. a good 1-1 mentoring program would be a great addition.
I enjoy coaching and teaching greatly and relish any chance to receive and participate in tennis opportunities for
instructors or coaches. I teach Quickstart, juniors and adults aside from coaching on the college level. Great range
of skills and levels taught. Best wishes for a wonde4rfulm career to you in this challenging sport!Coach Marcella
HousealRhodes CollegeMemphis, Tennessee901-485-6941
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You had some good questions in there. The hardest part for me is being a good coach,being a good family man and
still trying to find some free time so you don't go crazy and get caught up in just trying to win. I really enjoy
watching young people improve on and off the court because like the NCAA commercial says 98% of us are going
pro in something besides are sport.

There is a more significant need for this education and mentor sharing at the high school level. College coaches who
are full time are well educated and experienced to be in a head position. High school programs and funding for
tennis as a sport not an activity is killing college tennis. Contact Coach Chuck Kriese who is in charge of tournament
development at the Tennis Center in College Park, Md. Coach Kriese was the Head Coach at Clemson University for
30 years and has begun doing high school workshops in the state of SC to advance the level of high school coaching.

I think it is very important for your first coaching position to be about the program and the head coach. The money,
prestige, and head assistant positions will happen for you. However, networking, reading, studying the game will
more than likely be irrelevant if you don't learn from a great coach. You learn and become a good coach (or good
candidate for a job) from being inspired by them, modeling them, and gaining their respect.

It seems your thesis is focused on the level of education and experience that college tennis coaches need to possess
to be successful. I think that tennis coaching is a little different then most sports because it is a to each their own
kind of sport .. Many other sports have set plays and many things that go without saying such as punt on fourth
down .. But tennis is different in the sense that its not so much the basics you need to learn, it's more the
experiences and the trial and error of drills and mental stability with each player.. Everyone is different mentally
and physically .. Instead of kicking on fourth down tennis players sometimes go for more with their backs against
the wall or try to change up the pace of stradegy.. I am someone who has learned from a tennis instructor how to
play and how to teach by many hours of shadowing. I now work as a private instructor and also a college coach.. I
chalk my sucess up to my experience and help from my mentors.. I don't believe the education is as important as
the experience for this particular sport ..
Vernon Law who won the Cy Young Award when playing for the Pittsburg Pirates in the early 1960's said, When
you're through learning, you're through. The key is relevance. If the information is usable and current everyone
will want it. If the information is out-of-date and/or designed as a jumping through hoops exercise it will never
work.
I think that you have missed a very important question that will greatly affect your results. You did not ask if I was
part time or full time. I am part time as are most of the coaches that I interact with. I think that factor may be the
greatest determining factor in how people answer questions.
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The one thing I want to comment on is the certifications. I don't feel that a good coach needs these certifications.
The test is too easy to certify a coach and the test does not really test your ability to coach in my mind. I have seen
some terrible caoches and instructors that are certified. In my mind the most important attributes of a good coach
are good recruiting skills and good people skills.

I am also a graduate of the the USTA's High Performance Coaching Program, as well as the NCAA Women Coaches
Academy, neither of which you mentioned. I believe that continuing education is essential for one's professional
development. If would be great if more coaches felt the same way, or that more athletic departments would
recognize professional credentials of the coach as contributing factors in the success of any team. Also, prior to the
Etcheberry Training and the High Performance Coaching Program there was the USTA's Sport Science Level II exams
(closed book) in sport psychology, motor learning, sport physiology, nutrition, sports medicine and biomechanics
which provide a wonderful foundation for coaches. I passed all of those in 1996. But so much has changed since
then in all those areas, that continuing education is necessary to keep current with new information. I just find so
many coaches out there really do not do much in the way of continuing education.

A very important question that has been left out and could actually lead to an interesting position paper or
questionnaire.. is the coach parttime or fulltime?? High percentage of college coaches in all divisions are parttime!!
Also you never asked the education level of the coach and if the college required certain education level.
There are a number of resources available to college coaches to further their understanding of the many aspects of
tennis. Participation in continuing education has been worthwhile (and continues to be) in my professional career
as a coach.
Probably spent matter because most schools do not have training or professional development money
I believe that PTR, USTPTR etc. certifications are waste of time for a serious coach such as NCAA coaches. If
someone needs to take those certifications in order to learn how to coach and/or play, those coaches does not have
enough knowledge and experience to be college coaches frankly.In order to be a college coach one better have
experience as a player, coach, and manager.
THIS IS MY 33RD YEAR OF COACHING. I TOOK THE ASST. JOB IN ORDER TO HELP MY CHOICE FOR THE HEAD JOB. I
USE ALL OF MY KNOWLEDGE, MY JOURNALS, AND MY PAST EXPERIENCE TO HELP HIM. WE CAN ALWAYS USE MORE
HELP. THANK YOU.
Good questions for college coaches to consider. I am nearing retirement but hope my Assistant will take advantage
of your findings
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